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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, November 13, 2000
The House met at 2 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. PEASE). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
November 13, 2000. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable EDWARD A. 
PEASE to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 

Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 
Lord, we pray that these words of 

Psalm 27 we read with our eyes and 
pray with our lips, echo deep within 
until they become inscribed in the 
heart of each Member of this House.
‘‘The Lord is my light and my salva-

tion, whom should I fear? 
The Lord is my life’s refuge, of whom 

should I be afraid? 
One thing I ask of the Lord; this I seek: 
To dwell in the House of the Lord all 

the days of my life. . . .’’
Make all of us seekers of Your light. 

May we rejoice always in Your salva-
tion. May Your Spirit dwell deep with-
in us that this House may be trans-
formed into a house of prayer and a 
place of mutual respect, integrity, and 
justice now and forever. Amen 

f 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 

gentleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. GIBBONS led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-

nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, November 3, 2000. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted to Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on No-
vember 3, 2000 at 12:55 p.m. 

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.J. Res. 124. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

JEFF TRANDAHL, 
Clerk of the House.

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE REGARD-
ING COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
PRESIDENT PERMITTING CONDI-
TIONAL ADJOURNMENT UNDER 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 160 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, November 3, 2000. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to advise that 
on November 4, 2000 at 10:46 a.m., I was noti-
fied that the President had signed the Con-
tinuing Resolution H.J. Res. 124, making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 2001, and for other purposes; and H.J. 
Res. 84, making further continuing appro-
priations for the fiscal year 2001, and for 
other purposes. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

JEFF TRANDAHL, 
Clerk of the House.

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 4 of rule I, the Speaker 
signed the following enrolled bills and 
joint resolutions on Friday, November 
3, 2000: 

S. 11, for the relief of Wei Jingsheng. 
S. 150, for the relief of Marina 

Khalina and her son, Albert Miftakhov. 
S. 276, for the relief of Sergio Lozano. 
S. 768, to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to establish Federal juris-
diction over offenses committed out-
side the United States by persons em-
ployed by or accompanying the Armed 

Forces, or by members of the Armed 
Forces who are released or separated 
from active duty prior to being identi-
fied and prosecuted for the commission 
of such offenses, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 785, for the relief of Frances 
Schochenmaier and Mary Hudson. 

S. 869, for the relief of Mina Vahedi 
Notash. 

S. 1078, for the relief of Mrs. Eliza-
beth Eka Bassey, Emmanuel O. Paul 
Bassey, and Mary Idongesit Paul 
Bassey. 

S. 1513, for the relief of Jacqueline 
Salinas and her children Gabriela Sali-
nas, Alejandro Salinas, and Omar Sali-
nas. 

S. 1670, to revise the boundary of 
Fort Matanzas National Monument, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1880, to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to improve the health of 
minority individuals. 

S. 1936, to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to sell or exchange all or 
part of certain administrative sites and 
other National Forest System land in 
the State of Oregon and use the pro-
ceeds derived from the sale or exchange 
for National Forest System purposes. 

S. 2000, for the relief of Guy Taylor. 
S. 2002, for the relief of Tony Lara. 
S. 2019, for the relief of Malia Miller. 
S. 2020, to adjust the boundary of the 

Natchez Trace Parkway, Mississippi, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 2289, for the relief of Jose Guada-
lupe Tellez Pinales. 

S. 2440, to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to improve airport secu-
rity. 

S. 2485, to direct the Secretary of the 
Interior to provide assistance in plan-
ning and constructing a regional herit-
age center in Calais, Maine. 

S. 2547, to provide for the establish-
ment of the Great Sand Dunes National 
Park and Preserve and the Baca Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge in the State of 
Colorado, and for other purposes. 

S. 2712, to amend Chapter 35 of title 
31, United States Code, to authorize 
the consolidation of certain financial 
and performance management reports 
required of Federal agencies, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2773, to amend the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946 to enhance dairy 
markets through dairy product manda-
tory reporting, and for other purposes. 

S. 2789, to amend the Congressional 
Award Act to establish a Congressional 
Recognition for Excellence in Arts 
Education Board. 

S. 2915, to make improvements in the 
operation and administration of the 
Federal courts, and for other purposes. 
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S. 3164, to protect seniors from fraud. 
S. 3194, to designate the facility of 

the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 431 North George Street in 
Millersville, Pennsylvania, as the 
‘‘Robert S. Walker Post Office.’’ 

S. 3239, to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to provide special 
immigrant status for certain United 
States International Broadcasting em-
ployees. 

H.J. Res. 84, making further con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 2001, and for other purposes. 

H.J. Res. 124, making further con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 2001, and for other purposes. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM DISTRICT 
CASEWORK MANAGER OF HON. 
RON PAUL, MEMBER OF CON-
GRESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from Dianna Gilbert, district 
casework manager of the Honorable 
RON PAUL, Member of Congress:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, November 3, 2000. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a subpoena for testimony 
issued by the District Court of Brazoria 
County, Texas. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is inconsistent with 
the privileges and rights of the House. 

Sincerely, 
DIANNA GILBERT, 

District Casework Manager 
for Congressman Ron Paul. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM FINANCIAL 
COUNSELING DIRECTOR, OFFICE 
OF FINANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from Jacqueline Aamot, fi-
nancial counseling director, Office of 
Finance: 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRA-
TIVE OFFICER, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, November 7, 2000. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a subpoena for production 
of documents issued by the United States 
District Court for the Northern District of 
Ohio. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I will make the determinations 
required by Rule VIII. 

Sincerely, 
JACQUELINE AAMOT, 

Financial Counseling Director, 
Office of Finance.

AN AGENDA FOR AMERICA 

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
first time in decades, the American 
voters have reelected a Republican 
House majority here in four consecu-
tive elections. While the nay-sayers 
and political pundits have spent 2 years 
writing off our majority, we have spent 
2 years forging a legislative agenda for 
America’s families, an agenda that 
America has endorsed. 

The political season, Mr. Speaker, is 
now over; and the time has come to 
look ahead. We will continue to work 
across party lines in a bipartisan fash-
ion to ensure that seniors are secure in 
their retirement and that every child 
has a successful education and a safe 
school and that working families re-
ceive long overdue tax relief and that 
our country’s military is indeed ready 
for any challenge. 

These are the goals that the Amer-
ican people have entrusted us with, and 
we are meeting those goals. We stand 
ready to look forward to working in 
the 107th Congress to achieve these 
goals and for the common good of the 
American people and for the future of 
our great Nation. 

f 

EYES OF AMERICA ON FLORIDA 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
eyes of America are on Florida, and 
they should be. The truth is, this is not 
a Washington matter; this is a matter 
for Florida. Let Florida count the 
votes, and if Mr. Bush continues to 
maintain his lead, and does win the 
popular vote in Florida, Mr. Bush 
should be installed as our next Presi-
dent. 

Mr. Speaker, the electoral college 
system to elect Presidents has survived 
for over 200 years unchanged. I yield 
back the wisdom of our Founding Fa-
thers. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
announces that he will postpone fur-
ther proceedings today on each motion 
to suspend the rules on which a re-
corded vote or the yeas and nays are 
ordered, or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 6 of rule XX. 

Any record votes on postponed ques-
tions will be taken after debate has 
concluded on all motions to suspend 
the rules, but not before 6 p.m. today. 

CARRIAGE OF NONPROJECT 
WATER BY MANCOS PROJECT, 
COLORADO 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
Senate bill (S. 2594) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to contract 
with the Mancos Water Conservancy 
District to use the Mancos Project fa-
cilities for impounding, storage, divert-
ing, and carriage of nonproject water 
for the purpose of irrigation, domestic, 
municipal, industrial, and any other 
beneficial purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 2594

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. CARRIAGE OF NONPROJECT WATER 
BY THE MANCOS PROJECT, COLO-
RADO. 

(a) SALE OF EXCESS WATER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the Act of 

August 11, 1939 (commonly known as the 
‘‘Water Conservation and Utilization Act’’) 
(16 U.S.C. 590y et seq.), if storage or carrying 
capacity has been or may be provided in ex-
cess of the requirements of the land to be ir-
rigated under the Mancos Project, Colorado 
(referred to in this Act as the ‘‘project’’), the 
Secretary of the Interior may, on such terms 
as the Secretary determines to be just and 
equitable, contract with the Mancos Water 
Conservancy District and any of its member 
unit contractors for impounding, storage, di-
verting, or carriage of nonproject water for 
irrigation, domestic, municipal, industrial, 
and any other beneficial purposes, to an ex-
tent not exceeding the excess capacity. 

(2) INTERFERENCE.—A contract under para-
graph (1) shall not impair or otherwise inter-
fere with any authorized purpose of the 
project. 

(3) COST CONSIDERATIONS.—In fixing the 
charges under a contract under paragraph 
(1), the Secretary shall take into consider-
ation—

(A) the cost of construction and mainte-
nance of the project, by which the non-
project water is to be diverted, impounded, 
stored, or carried; and 

(B) the canal by which the water is to be 
carried. 

(4) NO ADDITIONAL CHARGES.—The Mancos 
Water Conservancy District shall not impose 
a charge for the storage, carriage, or deliv-
ery of the nonproject water in excess of the 
charge paid to the United States, except to 
such extent as may be reasonably necessary 
to cover—

(A) a proportionate share of the project 
cost; and 

(B) the cost of carriage and delivery of the 
nonproject water through the facilities of 
the Mancos Water Conservancy District. 

(b) WATER RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES NOT 
ENLARGED.—Nothing in this Act enlarges or 
attempts to enlarge the right of the United 
States, under existing law, to control any 
water in any State. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) and the 
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands 
(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN) each will control 20 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DOOLITTLE). 
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Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation author-
izes the Secretary of the Interior to 
enter into contracts with the Mancos 
Water Conservancy District and its 
member unit contractors to transfer 
nonproject water for any beneficial 
purpose, up to the extent of any excess 
capacity. Legislation such as this has 
passed Congress on several occasions 
since the Bureau of Reclamation does 
not have the authority to move non-
project water administratively, unless 
it is for irrigation purposes. The in-
creased growth and resulting need to 
use water facilities more efficiently in 
the western United States have been 
the basis for Congress to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to enter into 
these contracts. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote on 
this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 2594 authorizes the 
use of Mancos Project facilities for the 
storage, diversion, or carriage of non-
project water. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is not 
controversial, so we have no objection 
to its enactment. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
an ‘‘aye’’ vote on this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DOOLITTLE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 2594. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

CONVEYANCE TO DOLORES, COLO-
RADO, CURRENT SITE OF JOE 
ROWELL PARK 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
Senate bill (S. 1972) to direct the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to convey to the 
town of Dolores, Colorado, the current 
site of the Joe Rowell Park. 

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 1972

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. CONVEYANCE OF JOE ROWELL PARK. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-

culture shall convey to the town of Dolores, 
Colorado, for no consideration, all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in 
and to the parcel of real property described 
in subsection (b), for open space, park, and 
recreational purposes. 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The property referred to 

in subsection (a) is a parcel of approximately 
25 acres of land comprising the site of the 
Joe Rowell Park (including all improve-
ments on the land and equipment and other 
items of personal property as agreed to by 
the Secretary) depicted on the map entitled 
‘‘Joe Rowell Park,’’ dated July 12, 2000. 

(2) SURVEY.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The exact acreage and 

legal description of the property to be con-
veyed under subsection (a) shall be deter-
mined by a survey satisfactory to the Sec-
retary. 

(B) COST.—As a condition of any convey-
ance under this section, the town of Dolores 
shall pay the cost of the survey. 

(c) POSSIBILITY OF REVERTER.—Title to any 
real property acquired by the town of Dolo-
res, Colorado, under this section shall revert 
to the United States if the town—

(1) attempts to convey or otherwise trans-
fer ownership of any portion of the property 
to any other person; 

(2) attempts to encumber the title of the 
property; or 

(3) permits the use of any portion of the 
property for any purpose incompatible with 
the purpose described in subsection (a) for 
which the property is conveyed. 

(d) The map referenced in subsection (b)(1) 
shall be on file for public inspection in the 
Office of the Chief of the Forest Service at 
the Department of Agriculture in Wash-
ington, DC. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) and the 
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands 
(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN) each will control 20 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DOOLITTLE). 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 1972 was introduced 
by Senator ALLARD. This legislation 
would convey approximately 25 acres of 
Forest Service land to the town of Do-
lores, Colorado, for use as a park. The 
property has been used by the town of 
Dolores as a park under permit from 
the Forest Service. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 1972 guarantees the 
reversion of the property back to the 
United States if the town attempts to 
transfer the title or permit the prop-
erty to be used for any other purpose. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members to 
support S. 1972. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 1972 directs the For-
est Service to convey 25 acres of land 
to the town of Dolores, Colorado, for 
use as a local park. Dolores currently 
operates a park on those lands under a 

special-use permit. In addition, the 
lands are surrounded by town and pri-
vate lands that are not contiguous to 
other national forestlands. 

The bill does not require the town to 
compensate the Forest Service for the 
land, but the bill does provide that the 
lands must be used for a park, or they 
revert back to the Forest Service. 

Mr. Speaker, we are generally reluc-
tant to convey lands out of public own-
ership without payment of fair com-
pensation. In this case, however, the 
administrative transfer to the town is 
consistent with its current uses and 
may facilitate improvements to the 
park facilities. Under these cir-
cumstances, we have no objection to 
the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
an ‘‘aye’’ vote on this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DOOLITTLE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 1972. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess for 10 min-
utes. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 15 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
for 10 minutes.

f 

b 1433 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. PEASE) at 2 o’clock and 33 
minutes p.m. 

f 

REGULATIONS ON USE OF 
CITIZENS BAND RADIO EQUIPMENT 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and concur in the 
Senate amendment to the bill (H.R. 
2346) to authorize the enforcement by 
State and local governments of certain 
Federal Communications Commission 
regulations regarding use of citizens 
band radio equipment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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Senate amendment:
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert:
SECTION 1. STATE AND LOCAL ENFORCEMENT OF 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COM-
MISSION REGULATIONS ON USE OF 
CITIZENS BAND RADIO EQUIPMENT. 

Section 302 of the Communications Act of 1934 
(47 U.S.C. 302a) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(f)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), a 
State or local government may enact a statute or 
ordinance that prohibits a violation of the fol-
lowing regulations of the Commission under this 
section: 

‘‘(A) A regulation that prohibits a use of citi-
zens band radio equipment not authorized by 
the Commission. 

‘‘(B) A regulation that prohibits the unau-
thorized operation of citizens band radio equip-
ment on a frequency between 24 MHz and 35 
MHz. 

‘‘(2) A station that is licensed by the Commis-
sion pursuant to section 301 in any radio service 
for the operation at issue shall not be subject to 
action by a State or local government under this 
subsection. A State or local government statute 
or ordinance enacted for purposes of this sub-
section shall identify the exemption available 
under this paragraph. 

‘‘(3) The Commission shall, to the extent prac-
ticable, provide technical guidance to State and 
local governments regarding the detection and 
determination of violations of the regulations 
specified in paragraph (1). 

‘‘(4)(A) In addition to any other remedy au-
thorized by law, a person affected by the deci-
sion of a State or local government agency en-
forcing a statute or ordinance under paragraph 
(1) may submit to the Commission an appeal of 
the decision on the grounds that the State or 
local government, as the case may be, enacted a 
statute or ordinance outside the authority pro-
vided in this subsection. 

‘‘(B) A person shall submit an appeal on a de-
cision of a State or local government agency to 
the Commission under this paragraph, if at all, 
not later than 30 days after the date on which 
the decision by the State or local government 
agency becomes final, but prior to seeking judi-
cial review of such decision. 

‘‘(C) The Commission shall make a determina-
tion on an appeal submitted under subpara-
graph (B) not later than 180 days after its sub-
mittal. 

‘‘(D) If the Commission determines under sub-
paragraph (C) that a State or local government 
agency has acted outside its authority in enforc-
ing a statute or ordinance, the Commission shall 
preempt the decision enforcing the statute or or-
dinance. 

‘‘(5) The enforcement of statute or ordinance 
that prohibits a violation of a regulation by a 
State or local government under paragraph (1) 
in a particular case shall not preclude the Com-
mission from enforcing the regulation in that 
case concurrently. 

‘‘(6) Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to diminish or otherwise affect the juris-
diction of the Commission under this section 
over devices capable of interfering with radio 
communications. 

‘‘(7) The enforcement of a statute or ordi-
nance by a State or local government under 
paragraph (1) with regard to citizens band radio 
equipment on board a ‘commercial motor vehi-
cle’, as defined in section 31101 of title 49, 
United States Code, shall require probable cause 
to find that the commercial motor vehicle or the 
individual operating the vehicle is in violation 
of the regulations described in paragraph (1).’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN) and the gen-

tleman from Maryland (Mr. WYNN) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to insert extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 2346. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself 5 minutes. 
H.R. 2346 is an important initiative 

intended to improve compliance with 
the FCC rules governing citizens band 
radio service. 

The House passed this bill in Sep-
tember by a voice vote, and the other 
body made a clarifying amendment to 
the bill when it passed the bill just last 
month. The result is the text that we 
see before us today. 

Fundamentally, the bill is an effort 
to help eliminate the practices of the 
few CB radio users that have chosen to 
take advantage of the unlicensed na-
ture of CB radios to operate outside the 
boundaries of the FCC rules. When 
some people choose not to follow those 
rules, unexpected and potentially 
harmful interference can result for 
users of other services. 

Let me take a moment to talk about 
the amendment that the other body 
has made to the bill. The amendment 
was worked out by all parties, includ-
ing my good friend, the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), and the 
American Trucking Association, the 
sponsor of the bill; and obviously the 
trucking association is a very inter-
ested group of American citizens. 

First, the amendment protects 
against the possibility that the courts 
might construe the legislation to re-
quire a final decision in a State adju-
dication process, as distinguished from 
a mere final action of a State or a local 
enforcement agency, as a precondition 
of appeal to the FCC which has, of 
course, jurisdiction in the area. 

This would prevent lengthy court ac-
tion prior to appealing a decision of a 
State or a local agency. 

The other body’s amendment makes 
it clear that the legal standard of prob-
able cause for commercial motor vehi-
cles and operators under this legisla-
tion is a standard developed by the 
court system. 

This eliminates a protection included 
in the House bill to help the operators 
of commercial motor vehicles that 
raised some unintended consequences 
and concerns. Accordingly, we should 
be able to drop that section of the bill. 

Lastly, the amendment modifies a re-
quirement that the FCC provide tech-
nical guidance to the State and local 
government agencies. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
EHLERS), my friend, for his work on 
this bill and ask all Members to sup-
port its passage 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
2346, the Citizens Band Radio Enforce-
ment bill. This legislation will go a 
long way towards solving an ever-in-
creasing and intrusive problem, the il-
legal operation of CB radios. 

To be sure and I must emphasize, the 
vast majority of CB operators are law-
abiding citizens who use their radios 
properly. However, rogue operators do 
exist across the country who regularly 
operate their CB radios at power levels 
far above the legal limit. When these 
operators boost their CB power levels, 
it often causes bleeding into nearby 
frequencies. 

I am actually reminded of an old 
science fiction program, the Outer 
Limits, in which a rogue radio operator 
boosted his frequency above allowable 
limits creating a highway for which an 
alien appeared on our planet. In the 
real world, however, Americans who 
are unfortunate enough to live near 
these illegal CB radio stations experi-
ence only interference with their tele-
phones, televisions and other elec-
tronic equipment, a very serious prob-
lem. Worst, these transmissions are 
often profane and occur at all hours of 
the night and day. This intrusive prac-
tice is simply not a neighborhood nui-
sance, it borders on trespass. 

Unfortunately, the Federal Commu-
nications Commission does not have 
the power or resources to adequately 
police illegal CB radio operators 
around the country. As a result, vic-
tims are left helpless to defend against 
this growing intrusion to their privacy 
and the quiet enjoyment of their 
homes. 

The bill before us would protect the 
American public by allowing local law 
enforcement officials to enforce exist-
ing FCC rules regarding CB radios. Vic-
tims of this type of harassment can be 
given assistance by local authorities to 
shut down these rogue operators. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this important consumer legis-
lation with the improvements that 
have been described this evening. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. EHLERS), the author of the 
legislation who has worked tirelessly 
for many years now to bring this legis-
lation to final action by the House and 
the Senate.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
TAUZIN) for yielding the time to me. 
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Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to 

rise in support of this legislation. It 
has taken a considerable amount of 
work over several years to reach this 
point. 

It initially arose when a constituent 
contacted me; he was extremely frus-
trated, because they were unable to use 
their radios, television sets, and their 
cordless telephones, because a neighbor 
near them was blasting away at 100 
watts of CB power when the legal limit 
is only 5 watts. He had illegally at-
tached a high power amplifier to his CB 
system. 

This person, my constituent, had 
contacted the police. They were unable 
to help. They simply said, we do not 
have jurisdiction. He had contacted 
State agencies. They also could not 
help. In both cases, he was told to con-
tact the Federal Communications Com-
mission. When he did so, they said, yes, 
this person is breaking the law, but we 
do not have the personnel to go every-
where in the country to take care of 
this matter. As a result of this situa-
tion I have introduced this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I initially thought this 
constituent’s problem was a rather iso-
lated incident. Once I introduced the 
bill, I heard from individuals and orga-
nizations across the country that were 
encountering the same problem. Since 
I had apparently hit a hot nerve with a 
number of members of the public, I de-
cided this bill was worth pursuing. 

The Senate has made minor changes 
to the bill which clarify it and which 
take care of some concerns of the 
truckers who, as my colleagues know, 
use CBs very heavily. They were wor-
ried about perhaps being harassed by 
improper use of this law, but we have 
taken care of that. I believe it is now 
in very, very good shape and will serve 
the purpose for which it was intended. 

There will not be any further com-
plications with it; therefore, I urge the 
Members of the House to concur in the 
Senate amendments and pass this bill.

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I just would like to 
commend the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Chairman TAUZIN), the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), 
and another original cosponsor of this 
bill, the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
DINGELL), for the efforts to bring this 
bill to the floor today. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to say 
thank you to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. WYNN), my friend, who 
has always demonstrated, as the Com-
mittee on Commerce often does, a bi-
partisan spirit to improve the condi-
tion of our consumer protection laws. 

This certainly is not a bill that is 
going to reshape the economy of Lou-
isiana or America or Michigan or 

Maryland, but it nevertheless is an un-
usually important bill to neighbors 
who cannot use their telephones and 
their television sets. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), my friend.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Louisiana (Chair-
man TAUZIN) for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to thank 
the members of the Committee on 
Commerce, especially the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Chairman TAUZIN), 
who has been very helpful in this, the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. WYNN), 
and the ranking member (Mr. DIN-
GELL), and, of course, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Chairman BLILEY), who 
has also been involved in this. I appre-
ciate their help in all aspects of this 
bill.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to point out, 
even while we are going through an aw-
fully hotly contested election and wait-
ing to find out who our next President 
may be, we are still working here and 
still improving the state of our Na-
tion’s laws and this small, but impor-
tant area making sure that consumers 
enjoy their televisions and their radios 
and their mobile telephone sets in their 
homes. 

This is an important bill that helps 
American families in a very special 
way when they run into this problem. 
It will give them local redress so they 
do not have to come all the way to 
Washington to get help. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
EHLERS), my friend, for persevering all 
this year to bring this to final action 
in this House. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Chairman BLI-
LEY), because without the assistance of 
the gentleman from Virginia, obvi-
ously, we would not have moved the 
bill to this point. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL), the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY), the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Telecommunications, 
Trade and Consumer Protection, for 
their extraordinarily bipartisan co-
operation on this and so many commu-
nication bills that our committee 
works on. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I want to thank 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
WYNN), my friend, for being here to 
help us finalize this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. WYNN). 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
only like to say the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN) has put a good 
perspective on this bill. It does not 
shake the Earth, but yet it is very im-

portant to our constituents to show 
that we are, in fact, here working, car-
rying out the public’s business. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
very much for yielding me the time.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
TAUZIN) that the House suspend the 
rules and concur in the Senate amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 2346. 

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate amendment was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 44 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair.

f 

b 1800 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. PEASE) at 6 p.m. 

f 

FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 2001 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations be discharged 
from further consideration of the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 125) making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the 
fiscal year 2001, and for other purposes, 
to the end that the joint resolution be 
hereby passed; and that a motion to re-
consider be hereby laid on the table. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The text of House Joint Resolution 
125 is as follows:

H.J. RES. 125 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. Public Law 106–275 is further 
amended by striking the date specified in 
section 106(c) and inserting ‘‘December 5, 
2000’’, and by adding, at the end, the fol-
lowing three new sections: 

‘‘SEC. 121. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this joint resolution, except sec-
tion 107, there are appropriated for all con-
struction expenses, salaries, and other ex-
penses associated with conducting the inau-
gural ceremonies of the President and Vice 
President of the United States, January 20, 
2001, in accordance with such program as 
may be adopted by the joint committee au-
thorized by Senate Concurrent Resolution 89, 
agreed to March 14, 2000 (One Hundred Sixth 
Congress), and Senate Concurrent Resolution 
90, agreed to March 14, 2000 (One Hundred 
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Sixth Congress), $1,000,000 to be disbursed by 
the Secretary of the Senate and to remain 
available until September 30, 2001. Funds 
made available under this heading shall be 
available for payment, on a direct or reim-
bursable basis, whether incurred on, before, 
or after, October 1, 2000: Provided, That the 
compensation of any employee of the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration of the 
Senate who has been designated to perform 
service for the Joint Congressional Com-
mittee on Inaugural Ceremonies shall con-
tinue to be paid by the Committee on Rules 
and Administration, but the account from 
which such staff member is paid may be re-
imbursed for the services of the staff mem-
ber (including agency contributions when ap-
propriate) out of funds made available under 
this heading. 

‘‘(b) During fiscal year 2001 the Secretary 
of Defense shall provide protective services 
on a non-reimbursable basis to the United 
States Capitol Police with respect to the fol-
lowing events:

‘‘(1) Upon request of the Chair of the Joint 
Congressional Committee on Inaugural Cere-
monies established under Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 89 (One Hundred Sixth Congress), 
agreed to March 14, 2000, the proceedings and 
ceremonies conducted for the inauguration 
of the President-elect and Vice President-
elect of the United States. 

‘‘(2) Upon request of the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the President 
Pro Tempore of the Senate, the joint session 
of Congress held to receive a message from 
the President of the United States on the 
State of the Union. 

‘‘SEC. 122. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this joint resolution except Section 
107, $5,961,000 shall be available for a pay-
ment to the District of Columbia to reim-
burse the District for expenses incurred in 
connection with Presidential inauguration 
activities. 

‘‘SEC. 123. Notwithstanding limitations im-
posed by this continuing resolution except 
Section 107, the Executive Residence at the 
White House is authorized to make expendi-
tures to provide for the orderly transition 
and moving expenses following the election 
on November 7, 2000.’’. 

SEC. 2. Notwithstanding section 106 of Pub-
lic Law 106–275, funds shall be available and 
obligations for mandatory payments due on 
or about December 1, 2000, may continue to 
be made. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida so he might be al-
lowed to explain his motion. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to advise Mem-
bers this extends the date of the origi-
nal CR until December 5, 2000. It pro-
vides authority to make mandatory 
payments due on December 1, 2000, 
which are Social Security, Veterans 
benefits and other entitlement pro-
grams that have to be approved. 

It amends the original CR, this is 
new, to provide $1 million for the legis-
lative branch inaugural expenses that 
were contained in the vetoed legisla-
tive branch appropriations act. 

Secondly, it provides $5.961 million 
for the District of Columbia inaugural 

expenses that are contained in the 
held-up District of Columbia appropria-
tions act. 

It provides approximately $200,000 for 
executive residence transition and 
moving expenses that were contained 
in the vetoed Treasury, Postal Service, 
General Government appropriations 
act. 

That is what the CR does, Mr. Speak-
er. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, continuing 
under my reservation of objection, let 
me simply say that my understanding 
is that this CR would continue to keep 
the government open through Tuesday, 
December 5. 

It had certainly been my original 
hope that since the ergonomics issue, 
which has caused so much contention 
between the two parties, has now been 
issued, it had been hoped that since the 
objection to that standard is now 
moot, that we would, in fact, be able to 
move forward with the Labor, Health, 
Education conference, the remaining 
issues in that conference, and also 
reach a compromise with respect to the 
State, Justice, Commerce appropria-
tions bill finishing the work of the 
Committee on Appropriations for this 
year. 

It is apparent that the House leader-
ship does not at this point want to re-
lease that bill. Under the cir-
cumstances, I would agree that there is 
no point in holding Members here with 
the unrealistic expectation that some-
thing is going to happen over the next 
week or so on the appropriations bills. 

I think that under the cir-
cumstances, the date for the renewal of 
the resolution suggested by the gen-
tleman makes sense. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to say I agree with what 
the gentleman from Wisconsin has 
said, and I hope that we can resolve 
these issues that have held us apart for 
these past few weeks. 

Again, I think the gentleman would 
acknowledge what I am about to say 
that the issues that are holding us up 
from completing these bills are not ap-
propriations issues, they are riders on 
appropriations bills. 

I agree with the gentleman, I hope we 
can resolve them quickly and expedi-
tiously and prepare for next year’s ap-
propriations process. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, continuing 
my reservation of objection, I would 
hope that come December 5, we can do 
as I just described so that this lame 
duck session can, in fact, adjourn be-
fore it does too much damage to the 
Republicans.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will now put the question on motions 
to suspend the rules on which further 
proceedings were postponed earlier 
today. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

S. 2594, by the yeas and nays; 
S. 1972, by the yeas and nays. 
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 

the time for any electronic vote after 
the first such vote in this series. 

f 

CARRIAGE OF NONPROJECT 
WATER BY MANCOS PROJECT, 
COLORADO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the Sen-
ate bill, S. 2594. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DOOLITTLE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 2594, 
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 201, nays 
151, not voting 80, as follows:

[Roll No. 595] 

YEAS—201

Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth-Hage 
Coble 
Collins 
Combest 
Cook 
Cox 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 

Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Herger 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 

Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kelly 
Kildee 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Morella 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
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Nussle 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paul 
Pease 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 

Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Spence 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stump 

Sununu 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—151

Abercrombie 
Allen 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Fattah 
Ford 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 

Gordon 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill (IN) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Phelps 
Pomeroy 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Roybal-Allard 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Shows 
Slaughter 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—80 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Andrews 
Ballenger 
Becerra 
Bishop 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brown (FL) 
Burr 
Carson 
Clay 
Coburn 
Cooksey 

Coyne 
Danner 
DeFazio 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dunn 
Ehrlich 
Farr 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Ganske 

Gilchrest 
Goodlatte 
Green (TX) 
Hall (OH) 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Hulshof 
Jefferson 
John 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Klink 

Largent 
Latham 
Lowey 
Maloney (NY) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McIntosh 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Moakley 

Neal 
Pascrell 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pitts 
Price (NC) 
Rogan 
Rothman 
Rush 
Smith (WA) 
Souder 
Stark 

Stenholm 
Strickland 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Velázquez 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wilson 
Wise 

b 1829 

Messrs. HILL of Indiana, UDALL of 
Colorado and SHOWS changed their 
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay’’. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi changed 
his vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea’’. 

So (two-thirds not having voted in 
favor thereof) the motion was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded.

Stated against:
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

595, I was in my Congressional District on offi-
cial business. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule 
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the minimum time for electronic vot-
ing on the additional motion to sus-
pend the rules on which the Chair has 
postponed further proceedings. 

f 

CONVEYANCE TO DELORES, COLO-
RADO CURRENT SITE OF JOE 
ROWELL PARK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the Sen-
ate bill, S. 1972. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DOOLITTLE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 1972, 
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 201, nays 
145, not voting 86, as follows:

[Roll No. 596] 

YEAS—201

Archer 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Bonilla 
Bono 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth-Hage 
Coble 

Collins 
Combest 
Cook 
Cox 
Crane 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeGette 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 

English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Herger 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kelly 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
LaTourette 
Lazio 

Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
McCollum 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Morella 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paul 
Pease 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 

Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Spence 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Udall (CO) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Wu 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—145

Abercrombie 
Allen 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Fattah 

Ford 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill (IN) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McDermott 
McGovern 

McIntyre 
McKinney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Phelps 
Pomeroy 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Roybal-Allard 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Snyder 
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Spratt 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 

Thurman 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (NM) 
Visclosky 

Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Woolsey 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—86 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Andrews 
Armey 
Ballenger 
Becerra 
Bishop 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brown (FL) 
Burr 
Carson 
Clay 
Coburn 
Cooksey 
Coyne 
Cubin 
Danner 
DeFazio 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Farr 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fossella 

Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Ganske 
Gilchrest 
Goodlatte 
Green (TX) 
Hall (OH) 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Hulshof 
Jefferson 
John 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Klink 
Largent 
Latham 
Lowey 
Maloney (NY) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCrery 
McIntosh 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 

Moakley 
Neal 
Pascrell 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pitts 
Price (NC) 
Rogan 
Rothman 
Rush 
Sisisky 
Smith (WA) 
Souder 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Velázquez 
Wamp 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wilson 
Wise 

b 1837 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado changed his 
vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So (two-thirds not having voted in 
favor thereof) the motion was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded.

Stated against:
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

596, I was in my Congressional District on offi-
cial business. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘nay.’’

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid-
ably absent from the Chamber today during 
rollcall vote No. 595 and rollcall vote No. 596. 
Had I been present I would have voted ‘‘nay’’ 
on rollcall vote No. 595 and ‘‘nay’’ on roll call 
vote No. 596. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE) laid before the House the fol-
lowing communication from the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, November 6, 2000. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
The Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-

mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, I have the honor to transmit a sealed 
envelope from the White House on Saturday, 
November 4, 2000 at 3:55 p.m., and said to 
contain a message from the President where-
by he returns without his approval, H.R. 

4392, the ‘‘Intelligence Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2001’’. 

Sincerely yours, 
JEFF TRANDAHL, 

Clerk of the House. 

f 

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION 
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001—
VETO MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following veto mes-
sage from the President of the United 
States:

To the House of Representatives: 
Today, I am disapproving H.R. 4392, 

the ‘‘Intelligence Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2001,’’ because of one badly 
flawed provision that would have made 
a felony of unauthorized disclosures of 
classified information. Although well 
intentioned, that provision is 
overbroad and may unnecessarily chill 
legitimate activities that are at the 
heart of a democracy. 

I agree that unauthorized disclosures 
can be extraordinarily harmful to 
United States national security inter-
ests and that far too many such disclo-
sures occur. I have been particularly 
concerned about their potential effects 
on the sometimes irreplaceable intel-
ligence sources and methods on which 
we rely to acquire accurate and timely 
information I need in order to make 
the most appropriate decisions on mat-
ters of national security. Unauthorized 
disclosures damage our intelligence re-
lationships abroad, compromise intel-
ligence gathering, jeopardize lives, and 
increase the threat of terrorism. As 
Justice Steward stated in the Pentagon 
Papers case, ‘‘it is elementary that the 
successful conduct of international di-
plomacy and the maintenance of an ef-
fective national defense require both 
confidentiality and secrecy. Other na-
tions can hardly deal with this Nation 
in an atmosphere of mutual trust un-
less they can be assured that their con-
fidences will be kept . . . and the devel-
opment of considered and intelligent 
international policies would be impos-
sible if those charged with their formu-
lation could not communicate with 
each other freely.’’ Those who disclose 
classified information inappropriately 
thus commit a gross breach of the pub-
lic trust and may recklessly put our 
national security at risk. To the extent 
that existing sanctions have proven in-
sufficient to address and deter unau-
thorized disclosures, they should be 
strengthened. What is in dispute is not 
the gravity of the problem, but the 
best way to respond to it. 

In addressing this issue, we must 
never forget that the free flow of infor-
mation is essential to a democratic so-
ciety. Justice Stewart also wrote in 
the Pentagon Papers case that ‘‘the 
only effective restraint upon executive 
policy in the areas of national defense 

and international affairs may lie in an 
enlightened citizenry—in an informed 
and critical public opinion which alone 
can here protect the values of demo-
cratic government.’’ 

Justice Brandeis reminded us that 
‘‘those who won our independence be-
lieved . . . that public discussion is a 
political duty; and that this should be 
a fundamental principle of the Amer-
ican government,’’ His words caution 
that we must always tread carefully 
when considering measures that may 
limit public discussion—even when 
those measures are intended to achieve 
laudable, indeed necessary, goals. 

As President, therefore, it is my obli-
gation to protect not only our Govern-
ment’s vital information from im-
proper disclosure, but also to protect 
the rights of citizens to receive the in-
formation necessary for democracy to 
work. Furthering these two goals re-
quires a careful balancing, which must 
be assessed in light of our system of 
classifying information over a range of 
categories. This legislation does not 
achieve the proper balance. For exam-
ple, there is a serious risk that this 
legislation would tend to have a 
chilling effect on those who engage in 
legitimate activities. A desire to avoid 
the risk that their good faith choice of 
words—their exercise of judgment—
could become the subject of a criminal 
referral for prosecution might discour-
age Government officials from engag-
ing even in appropriate public discus-
sion, press briefings, or other legiti-
mate official activities. Similarly, the 
legislation may unduly restrain the 
ability of former Government officials 
to teach, write, or engage in any activ-
ity aimed at building public under-
standing of complex issues. Incurring 
such risks is unnecessary and inappro-
priate in a society built on freedom of 
expression and the consent of the gov-
erned and is particularly inadvisable in 
a context in which the range of classi-
fied materials is so extensive. In such 
circumstances, this criminal provision 
would, in my view, create an undue 
chilling effect. 

The problem is compounded because 
this provision was passed without ben-
efit of public hearings—a particular 
concern given that is is the public that 
this law seeks ultimately to protect. 
The Administration shares the process 
burden since its deliberations lacked 
the thoroughness this provision war-
ranted, which in turn led to a failure to 
apprise the Congress of the concerns I 
am expressing today. 

I deeply appreciate the sincere ef-
forts of Members of Congress to address 
the problem of unauthorized disclo-
sures and I fully share their commit-
ment. When the Congress returns, I en-
courage it to send me this bill with 
this provision deleted and I encourage 
the Congress as soon as possible to pur-
sue a more narrowly drawn provision 
tested in public hearings so that those 
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they represent can also be heard on 
this important issue. 

Since the adjournment of the con-
gress has prevented my return of H.R. 
4392 within the meaning of Article I, 
section 7, clause 2 of the Constitution, 
my withholding of approval from the 
bill precludes its becoming law. The 
Pocket Veto Case, 279 U.S. 655 (1929). In 
addition to withholding my signature 
and thereby invoking my constitu-
tional power to ‘‘pocket veto’’ bills 
during an adjournment of the Congress, 
to avoid litigation, I am also sending 
H.R. 4392 to the House of Representa-
tives with my objections, to leave no 
possible doubt that I have vetoed the 
measure. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, November 4, 2000. 

b 1845 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

PEASE). The objections of the President 
will be spread at large upon the Jour-
nal, and the veto message and the bill 
will be printed as a House document. 

On September 19, 2000, the Speaker 
inserted in the Extensions of Remarks 
portion of the RECORD a copy of a let-
ter dated September 7, 2000, signed 
jointly by him and the Democratic 
leader and addressed to the President 
of the United States, expressing their 
views on the limits of the ‘‘pocket-
veto’’ power and including a similar 
letter from Speaker Foley and Repub-
lican leader Michel sent to President 
Bush on November 21, 1989. Without ob-
jection, that correspondence is re-
inserted at this point in the RECORD, 
since no response has been received to 
the September 7, 2000, letter and the 
same assertion by the President of 
‘‘pocket-veto’’ power during an 
intrasession adjournment of Congress 
to a day certain is contained in the 
veto message just read to the House.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, September 7, 2000. 
Hon. WILLIAM J. CLINTON,
The President, The White House, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: This is in response to 

your actions on H.R. 4810, the Marriage Tax 
Relief Reconciliation Act of 2000, and H.R. 8, 
the Death Tax Elimination Act of 2000. On 
August 5, 2000, you returned H.R. 4810 to the 
House of Representatives without your ap-
proval and with a message stating your ob-
jections to its enactment. On August 31, 2000, 
you returned H.R. 8 to the House of Rep-
resentatives without your approval and with 
a message stating your objections to its en-
actment. In addition, however, in both cases 
you included near the end of your message 
the following: 

Since the adjournment of the Congress has 
prevented my return of [the respective bill] 
within the meaning of Article I, section 7, 
clause 2 of the Constitution, my withholding 
of approval from the bill precludes its be-
coming law. The Pocket Veto Case, 279 U.S. 
655 (1929). In addition to withholding my sig-
nature and thereby invoking my constitu-
tional power to ‘‘pocket veto’’ bills during an 
adjournment of the Congress, to avoid litiga-
tion, I am also sending [the respective bill] 

to the House of Representatives with my ob-
jections, to leave no possible doubt that I 
have vetoed the measure. 

President Bush similarly asserted a pock-
et-veto authority during an intersession ad-
journment with respect to H.R. 2712 of the 
101st Congress but, by nevertheless returning 
the enrollment, similarly permitted the Con-
gress to reconsider it in light of his objec-
tions, as contemplated by the Constitution. 
Your allusion to the existence of a pocket-
veto power during even an intrasession ad-
journment continues to be most troubling. 
We find that assertion to be inconsistent 
with the return-veto that it accompanies. We 
also find that assertion to be inconsistent 
with your previous use of the return-veto 
under similar circumstances but without 
similar dictum concerning the pocket-veto. 
On January 9, 1996, you stated your dis-
approval of H.R. 4 of the 104th Congress and, 
on January 10, 1996—the tenth Constitu-
tional day after its presentment—returned 
the bill to the Clerk of the House. At the 
time, the House stood adjourned to a date 
certain 12 days hence. Your message included 
no dictum concerning the pocket-veto. 

We enclose a copy of a letter dated Novem-
ber 21, 1989, from Speaker Foley and Minor-
ity Leader Michel to President Bush. That 
letter expressed the profound concern of the 
bipartisan leaderships over the assertion of a 
pocket veto during an intrasession adjourn-
ment. That letter states in pertinent part 
that ‘‘[s]uccessive Presidential administra-
tions since 1974 have, in accommodation of 
Kennedy v. Sampson, exercised the veto 
power during intrasession adjournments only 
by messages returning measures to the Con-
gress.’’ It also states our belief that it is not 
‘‘constructive to resurrect constitutional 
controversies long considered as settled, es-
pecially without notice or consultation.’’ 
The Congress, on numerous occasions, has 
reinforced the stance taken in that letter by 
including in certain resolutions of adjourn-
ment language affirming to the President 
the absence of ‘‘pocket veto’’ authority dur-
ing adjournments between its first and sec-
ond sessions. The House and the Senate con-
tinue to designate the Clerk of the House 
and the Secretary of the Senate, respec-
tively, as their agents to receive messages 
from the President during periods of ad-
journment. Clause 2(h) of rule II, Rules of 
the House of Representatives; House Resolu-
tion 5, 106th Congress, January 6, 1999; the 
standing order of the Senate of January 6, 
1999. In Kennedy v. Sampson, 511 F.2d 430 
(D.C. Cir. 1974), the court held that the 
‘‘pocket veto’’ is not constitutionally avail-
able during an intrasession adjournment of 
the Congress if a congressional agent is ap-
pointed to receive veto messages from the 
President during such adjournment. 

On these premises we find your assertion of 
a pocket veto power during an intrasession 
adjournment extremely troublesome. Such 
assertions should be avoided, in appropriate 
deference to such judicial resolution of the 
question as has been possible within the 
bounds of justifiability. 

Meanwhile, citing the precedent of Janu-
ary 23, 1990, relating to H.R. 2712 of the 101st 
Congress, the House yesterday treated both 
H.R. 4810 and H.R. 8 as having been returned 
to the originating House, their respective re-
turns not having been prevented by an ad-
journment within the meaning of article I, 
section 7, clause 2 of the Constitution. 

Sincerely, 
J. DENNIS HASTERT,

Speaker. 
RICHARD A. GEPHARDT,

Democratic Leader. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, November 21, 1989. 

Hon. GEORGE BUSH,
President of the United States, The White 

House, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: This is in response to 

your action on House Joint Resolution 390. 
On August 16, 1989, you issued a memo-
randum of disapproval asserting that you 
would ‘‘prevent H.J. Res. 390 from becoming 
a law by withholding (your) signature from 
it.’’ You did not return the bill to the House 
of Representatives. 

House Joint Resolution 390 authorized a 
‘‘hand enrollment’’ of H.R. 1278, the Finan-
cial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and En-
forcement Act of 1989, by waiving the re-
quirement that the bill be printed on parch-
ment. The hand enrollment option was re-
quested by the Department of the Treasury 
to insure that the mounting daily costs of 
the savings-and-loan crisis could be stemmed 
by the earliest practicable enactment of H.R. 
1278. In the end, a hand enrollment was not 
necessary since the bill was printed on 
parchment in time to be presented to you in 
that form. 

We appreciate your judgment that House 
Joint Resolution 390 was, in the end, unnec-
essary. We believe, however, that you should 
communicate any such veto by a message re-
turning the resolution to the Congress since 
the intrasession pocket veto is constitu-
tionally infirm. 

In Kennedy v. Sampson, the United States 
Court of Appeals held that ‘‘pocket veto’’ is 
not constitutionally available during an 
intrasession adjournment of the Congress if 
a congressional agent is appointed to receive 
veto messages from the President during 
such adjournment. 511 F.2d 430 (D.C. Cir. 
1974). In the standing rules of the House, the 
Clerk is duly authorized to receive messages 
from the President at any time that the 
House is not in session. (Clause 5, Rule III, 
Rules of the House of Representatives; House 
Resolution 5, 101st Congress, January 3, 
1989.) 

Successive Presidential administrations 
since 1974 have, in accommodation of Ken-
nedy v. Sampson, exercised the veto power 
during intrasession adjournments only by 
messages returning measures to the Con-
gress. 

We therefore find your assertion of a pock-
et veto power during an intrasession ad-
journment extremely troublesome. We do 
not think it constructive to resurrect con-
stitutional controversies long considered as 
settled, especially without notice of con-
sultation. It is our hope that you might join 
us in urging the Archivist to assign a public 
law number to House Joint Resolution 390, 
and that you might eschew the notion of an 
intrasession pocket veto power, in appro-
priate deference to the judicial resolution of 
that question. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS S. FOLEY, 

Speaker. 
ROBERT H. MICHEL, 

Republican Leader. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that the message, to-
gether with the accompanying bill, be 
referred to the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that the House discharge 
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the Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence from further consideration 
of, and hereby pass, H.R. 5630. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of H.R. 5630 is as follows:

H.R. 5630
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Intelligence Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2001’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I—INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 
Sec. 101. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 102. Classified schedule of authoriza-

tions. 
Sec. 103. Personnel ceiling adjustments. 
Sec. 104. Community management account. 
Sec. 105. Transfer authority of the Director 

of Central Intelligence. 
TITLE II—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

AGENCY RETIREMENT AND DIS-
ABILITY SYSTEM 

Sec. 201. Authorization of appropriations. 
TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A—Intelligence Community 

Sec. 301. Increase in employee compensation 
and benefits authorized by law. 

Sec. 302. Restriction on conduct of intel-
ligence activities. 

Sec. 303. Sense of the Congress on intel-
ligence community con-
tracting. 

Sec. 304. National Security Agency vol-
untary separation. 

Sec. 305. Authorization for travel on any 
common carrier for certain in-
telligence collection personnel. 

Sec. 306. Update of report on effects of for-
eign espionage on United States 
trade secrets. 

Sec. 307. POW/MIA analytic capability with-
in the intelligence community. 

Sec. 308. Applicability to lawful United 
States intelligence activities of 
Federal laws implementing 
international treaties and 
agreements. 

Sec. 309. Limitation on handling, retention, 
and storage of certain classified 
materials by the Department of 
State. 

Sec. 310. Designation of Daniel Patrick Moy-
nihan Place. 

Subtitle B—Diplomatic Telecommunications 
Service Program Office (DTS-PO) 

Sec. 321. Reorganization of Diplomatic Tele-
communications Service Pro-
gram Office. 

Sec. 322. Personnel. 
Sec. 323. Diplomatic Telecommunications 

Service Oversight Board. 
Sec. 324. General provisions. 

TITLE IV—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY 

Sec. 401. Modifications to Central Intel-
ligence Agency’s central serv-
ices program. 

Sec. 402. Technical corrections. 
Sec. 403. Expansion of Inspector General ac-

tions requiring a report to Con-
gress. 

Sec. 404. Detail of employees to the National 
Reconnaissance Office. 

Sec. 405. Transfers of funds to other agencies 
for acquisition of land. 

Sec. 406. Eligibility of additional employees 
for reimbursement for profes-
sional liability insurance. 

TITLE V—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 

Sec. 501. Contracting authority for the Na-
tional Reconnaissance Office. 

Sec. 502. Role of Director of Central Intel-
ligence in experimental per-
sonnel program for certain sci-
entific and technical personnel. 

Sec. 503. Measurement and signature intel-
ligence. 

TITLE VI—COUNTERINTELLIGENCE 
MATTERS 

Sec. 601. Short title. 
Sec. 602. Orders for electronic surveillance 

under the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act of 1978. 

Sec. 603. Orders for physical searches under 
the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act of 1978. 

Sec. 604. Disclosure of information acquired 
under the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act of 1978 for law 
enforcement purposes. 

Sec. 605. Coordination of counterintelligence 
with the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation. 

Sec. 606. Enhancing protection of national 
security at the Department of 
Justice. 

Sec. 607. Coordination requirements relating 
to the prosecution of cases in-
volving classified information. 

Sec. 608. Severability. 
TITLE VII—DECLASSIFICATION OF 

INFORMATION 
Sec. 701. Short title. 
Sec. 702. Findings. 
Sec. 703. Public Interest Declassification 

Board. 
Sec. 704. Identification, collection, and re-

view for declassification of in-
formation of archival value or 
extraordinary public interest. 

Sec. 705. Protection of national security in-
formation and other informa-
tion. 

Sec. 706. Standards and procedures. 
Sec. 707. Judicial review. 
Sec. 708. Funding. 
Sec. 709. Definitions. 
Sec. 710. Sunset. 
TITLE VIII—DISCLOSURE OF INFORMA-

TION ON JAPANESE IMPERIAL GOV-
ERNMENT 

Sec. 801. Short title. 
Sec. 802. Designation. 
Sec. 803. Requirement of disclosure of 

records. 
Sec. 804. Expedited processing of requests 

for Japanese Imperial Govern-
ment records. 

Sec. 805. Effective date.
TITLE I—INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 

SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-

priated for fiscal year 2001 for the conduct of 
the intelligence and intelligence-related ac-
tivities of the following elements of the 
United States Government: 

(1) The Central Intelligence Agency. 
(2) The Department of Defense. 
(3) The Defense Intelligence Agency. 
(4) The National Security Agency. 
(5) The Department of the Army, the De-

partment of the Navy, and the Department 
of the Air Force. 

(6) The Department of State. 
(7) The Department of the Treasury. 
(8) The Department of Energy. 

(9) The Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
(10) The National Reconnaissance Office. 
(11) The National Imagery and Mapping 

Agency. 
SEC. 102. CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE OF AUTHORIZA-

TIONS. 
(a) SPECIFICATIONS OF AMOUNTS AND PER-

SONNEL CEILINGS.—The amounts authorized 
to be appropriated under section 101, and the 
authorized personnel ceilings as of Sep-
tember 30, 2001, for the conduct of the intel-
ligence and intelligence-related activities of 
the elements listed in such section, are those 
specified in the classified Schedule of Au-
thorizations prepared to accompany the con-
ference report on the bill H.R. 4392 of the One 
Hundred Sixth Congress (House Report 106–
969). 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE 
OF AUTHORIZATIONS.—The Schedule of Au-
thorizations shall be made available to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and House of Representatives and to the 
President. The President shall provide for 
suitable distribution of the Schedule, or of 
appropriate portions of the Schedule, within 
the executive branch. 
SEC. 103. PERSONNEL CEILING ADJUSTMENTS. 

(a) AUTHORITY FOR ADJUSTMENTS.—With 
the approval of the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget, the Director of 
Central Intelligence may authorize employ-
ment of civilian personnel in excess of the 
number authorized for fiscal year 2001 under 
section 102 when the Director of Central In-
telligence determines that such action is 
necessary to the performance of important 
intelligence functions, except that the num-
ber of personnel employed in excess of the 
number authorized under such section may 
not, for any element of the intelligence com-
munity, exceed 2 percent of the number of ci-
vilian personnel authorized under such sec-
tion for such element. 

(b) NOTICE TO INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEES.—
The Director of Central Intelligence shall 
promptly notify the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the Senate whenever the Di-
rector exercises the authority granted by 
this section. 
SEC. 104. COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for 
the Community Management Account of the 
Director of Central Intelligence for fiscal 
year 2001 the sum of $163,231,000. Within such 
amount, funds identified in the classified 
Schedule of Authorizations referred to in 
section 102(a) for the Advanced Research and 
Development Committee shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 2002. 

(b) AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL LEVELS.—The 
elements within the Community Manage-
ment Account of the Director of Central In-
telligence are authorized 313 full-time per-
sonnel as of September 30, 2001. Personnel 
serving in such elements may be permanent 
employees of the Community Management 
Account or personnel detailed from other 
elements of the United States Government. 

(c) CLASSIFIED AUTHORIZATIONS.—
(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In 

addition to amounts authorized to be appro-
priated for the Community Management Ac-
count by subsection (a), there are also au-
thorized to be appropriated for the Commu-
nity Management Account for fiscal year 
2001 such additional amounts as are specified 
in the classified Schedule of Authorizations 
referred to in section 102(a). Such additional 
amounts shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2002. 
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(2) AUTHORIZATION OF PERSONNEL.—In addi-

tion to the personnel authorized by sub-
section (b) for elements of the Community 
Management Account as of September 30, 
2001, there are hereby authorized such addi-
tional personnel for such elements as of that 
date as are specified in the classified Sched-
ule of Authorizations. 

(d) REIMBURSEMENT.—Except as provided in 
section 113 of the National Security Act of 
1947 (50 U.S.C. 404h), during fiscal year 2001, 
any officer or employee of the United States 
or a member of the Armed Forces who is de-
tailed to the staff of the Community Man-
agement Account from another element of 
the United States Government shall be de-
tailed on a reimbursable basis, except that 
any such officer, employee, or member may 
be detailed on a nonreimbursable basis for a 
period of less than 1 year for the perform-
ance of temporary functions as required by 
the Director of Central Intelligence. 

(e) NATIONAL DRUG INTELLIGENCE CENTER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount authorized 

to be appropriated in subsection (a), 
$34,100,000 shall be available for the National 
Drug Intelligence Center. Within such 
amount, funds provided for research, devel-
opment, test, and evaluation purposes shall 
remain available until September 30, 2002, 
and funds provided for procurement purposes 
shall remain available until September 30, 
2003. 

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—The Director of 
Central Intelligence shall transfer to the At-
torney General funds available for the Na-
tional Drug Intelligence Center under para-
graph (1). The Attorney General shall utilize 
funds so transferred for the activities of the 
National Drug Intelligence Center. 

(3) LIMITATION.—Amounts available for the 
National Drug Intelligence Center may not 
be used in contravention of the provisions of 
section 103(d)(1) of the National Security Act 
of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403–3(d)(1)). 

(4) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Attorney General 
shall retain full authority over the oper-
ations of the National Drug Intelligence Cen-
ter. 
SEC. 105. TRANSFER AUTHORITY OF THE DIREC-

TOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE. 
(a) LIMITATION ON DELEGATION OF AUTHOR-

ITY OF DEPARTMENTS TO OBJECT TO TRANS-
FERS.—Section 104(d)(2) of the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403–4(d)(2)) is 
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(2)’’; 
(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B), 

(C), (D), and (E) as clauses (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), 
and (v), respectively; 

(3) in clause (v), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘the Secretary or head’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘subject to subparagraph (B), the Sec-
retary or head’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(B)(i) Except as provided in clause (ii), 
the authority to object to a transfer under 
subparagraph (A)(v) may not be delegated by 
the Secretary or head of the department in-
volved. 

‘‘(ii) With respect to the Department of De-
fense, the authority to object to such a 
transfer may be delegated by the Secretary 
of Defense, but only to the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense. 

‘‘(iii) An objection to a transfer under sub-
paragraph (A)(v) shall have no effect unless 
submitted to the Director of Central Intel-
ligence in writing.’’. 

(b) LIMITATION ON DELEGATION OF DUTIES 
OF DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE.—
Section 104(d)(1) of such Act (50 U.S.C. 403–
4(d)(1)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(1)’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
‘‘(B) The Director may only delegate any 

duty or authority given the Director under 
this subsection to the Deputy Director of 
Central Intelligence for Community Manage-
ment.’’. 
TITLE II—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGEN-

CY RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY SYS-
TEM 

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There is authorized to be appropriated for 

the Central Intelligence Agency Retirement 
and Disability Fund for fiscal year 2001 the 
sum of $216,000,000. 

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A—Intelligence Community 

SEC. 301. INCREASE IN EMPLOYEE COMPENSA-
TION AND BENEFITS AUTHORIZED 
BY LAW. 

Appropriations authorized by this Act for 
salary, pay, retirement, and other benefits 
for Federal employees may be increased by 
such additional or supplemental amounts as 
may be necessary for increases in such com-
pensation or benefits authorized by law. 
SEC. 302. RESTRICTION ON CONDUCT OF INTEL-

LIGENCE ACTIVITIES. 
The authorization of appropriations by 

this Act shall not be deemed to constitute 
authority for the conduct of any intelligence 
activity which is not otherwise authorized 
by the Constitution or the laws of the United 
States. 
SEC. 303. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON INTEL-

LIGENCE COMMUNITY CON-
TRACTING. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence should con-
tinue to direct that elements of the intel-
ligence community, whenever compatible 
with the national security interests of the 
United States and consistent with oper-
ational and security concerns related to the 
conduct of intelligence activities, and where 
fiscally sound, should competitively award 
contracts in a manner that maximizes the 
procurement of products properly designated 
as having been made in the United States. 
SEC. 304. NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY VOL-

UNTARY SEPARATION ACT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the National 

Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 405 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting at the beginning the 
following new section 301: 

‘‘NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY VOLUNTARY 
SEPARATION 

‘‘SEC. 301. (a) SHORT TITLE.—This section 
may be cited as the ‘National Security Agen-
cy Voluntary Separation Act’. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) the term ‘Director’ means the Director 
of the National Security Agency; and 

‘‘(2) the term ‘employee’ means an em-
ployee of the National Security Agency, 
serving under an appointment without time 
limitation, who has been currently employed 
by the National Security Agency for a con-
tinuous period of at least 12 months prior to 
the effective date of the program established 
under subsection (c), except that such term 
does not include—

‘‘(A) a reemployed annuitant under sub-
chapter III of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title 
5, United States Code, or another retirement 
system for employees of the Government; or 

‘‘(B) an employee having a disability on 
the basis of which such employee is or would 
be eligible for disability retirement under 
any of the retirement systems referred to in 
subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
Director, in his sole discretion, may estab-
lish a program under which employees may, 
after October 1, 2000, be eligible for early re-
tirement, offered separation pay to separate 
from service voluntarily, or both. 

‘‘(d) EARLY RETIREMENT.—An employee 
who—

‘‘(1) is at least 50 years of age and has com-
pleted 20 years of service; or 

‘‘(2) has at least 25 years of service,
may, pursuant to regulations promulgated 
under this section, apply and be retired from 
the National Security Agency and receive 
benefits in accordance with chapter 83 or 84 
of title 5, United States Code, if the em-
ployee has not less than 10 years of service 
with the National Security Agency. 

‘‘(e) AMOUNT OF SEPARATION PAY AND 
TREATMENT FOR OTHER PURPOSES.—

‘‘(1) AMOUNT.—Separation pay shall be paid 
in a lump sum and shall be equal to the less-
er of—

‘‘(A) an amount equal to the amount the 
employee would be entitled to receive under 
section 5595(c) of title 5, United States Code, 
if the employee were entitled to payment 
under such section; or 

‘‘(B) $25,000. 
‘‘(2) TREATMENT.—Separation pay shall 

not— 
‘‘(A) be a basis for payment, and shall not 

be included in the computation, of any other 
type of Government benefit; and 

‘‘(B) be taken into account for the purpose 
of determining the amount of any severance 
pay to which an individual may be entitled 
under section 5595 of title 5, United States 
Code, based on any other separation. 

‘‘(f ) REEMPLOYMENT RESTRICTIONS.—An 
employee who receives separation pay under 
such program may not be reemployed by the 
National Security Agency for the 12-month 
period beginning on the effective date of the 
employee’s separation. An employee who re-
ceives separation pay under this section on 
the basis of a separation occurring on or 
after the date of the enactment of the Fed-
eral Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994 
(Public Law 103–236; 108 Stat. 111) and ac-
cepts employment with the Government of 
the United States within 5 years after the 
date of the separation on which payment of 
the separation pay is based shall be required 
to repay the entire amount of the separation 
pay to the National Security Agency. If the 
employment is with an Executive agency (as 
defined by section 105 of title 5, United 
States Code), the Director of the Office of 
Personnel Management may, at the request 
of the head of the agency, waive the repay-
ment if the individual involved possesses 
unique abilities and is the only qualified ap-
plicant available for the position. If the em-
ployment is with an entity in the legislative 
branch, the head of the entity or the ap-
pointing official may waive the repayment if 
the individual involved possesses unique 
abilities and is the only qualified applicant 
available for the position. If the employment 
is with the judicial branch, the Director of 
the Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts may waive the repayment if 
the individual involved possesses unique 
abilities and is the only qualified applicant 
available for the position. 

‘‘(g) BAR ON CERTAIN EMPLOYMENT.—
‘‘(1) BAR.—An employee may not be sepa-

rated from service under this section unless 
the employee agrees that the employee will 
not—

‘‘(A) act as agent or attorney for, or other-
wise represent, any other person (except the 
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United States) in any formal or informal ap-
pearance before, or, with the intent to influ-
ence, make any oral or written communica-
tion on behalf of any other person (except 
the United States) to the National Security 
Agency; or 

‘‘(B) participate in any manner in the 
award, modification, or extension of any con-
tract for property or services with the Na-
tional Security Agency,

during the 12-month period beginning on the 
effective date of the employee’s separation 
from service. 

‘‘(2) PENALTY.—An employee who violates 
an agreement under this subsection shall be 
liable to the United States in the amount of 
the separation pay paid to the employee pur-
suant to this section multiplied by the pro-
portion of the 12-month period during which 
the employee was in violation of the agree-
ment. 

‘‘(h) LIMITATIONS.—Under this program, 
early retirement and separation pay may be 
offered only—

‘‘(1) with the prior approval of the Direc-
tor; 

‘‘(2) for the period specified by the Direc-
tor; and 

‘‘(3) to employees within such occupational 
groups or geographic locations, or subject to 
such other similar limitations or conditions, 
as the Director may require. 

‘‘(i) REGULATIONS.—Before an employee 
may be eligible for early retirement, separa-
tion pay, or both, under this section, the Di-
rector shall prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary to carry out this section. 

‘‘( j) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(1) NOTIFICATION.—The Director may not 

make an offer of early retirement, separa-
tion pay, or both, pursuant to this section 
until 15 days after submitting to the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
House of Representatives and the Select 
Committee on Intelligence of the Senate a 
report describing the occupational groups or 
geographic locations, or other similar limi-
tations or conditions, required by the Direc-
tor under subsection (h), and includes the 
proposed regulations issued pursuant to sub-
section (i). 

‘‘(2) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Director shall 
submit to the President and the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
House of Representatives and the Select 
Committee on Intelligence of the Senate an 
annual report on the effectiveness and costs 
of carrying out this section. 

‘‘(k) REMITTANCE OF FUNDS.—In addition to 
any other payment that is required to be 
made under subchapter III of chapter 83 or 
chapter 84 of title 5, United States Code, the 
National Security Agency shall remit to the 
Office of Personnel Management for deposit 
in the Treasury of the United States to the 
credit of the Civil Service Retirement and 
Disability Fund, an amount equal to 15 per-
cent of the final basic pay of each employee 
to whom a voluntary separation payment 
has been or is to be paid under this section. 
The remittance required by this subsection 
shall be in lieu of any remittance required by 
section 4(a) of the Federal Workforce Re-
structuring Act of 1994 (5 U.S.C. 8331 note).’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for title III of the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947 is amended by inserting at 
the beginning the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 301. National Security Agency vol-
untary separation.’’.

SEC. 305. AUTHORIZATION FOR TRAVEL ON ANY 
COMMON CARRIER FOR CERTAIN IN-
TELLIGENCE COLLECTION PER-
SONNEL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the National Se-
curity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 402 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 

‘‘TRAVEL ON ANY COMMON CARRIER FOR 
CERTAIN INTELLIGENCE COLLECTION PERSONNEL 

‘‘SEC. 116. (a) IN GENERAL.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence may authorize 
travel on any common carrier when such 
travel, in the discretion of the Director—

‘‘(1) is consistent with intelligence commu-
nity mission requirements, or 

‘‘(2) is required for cover purposes, oper-
ational needs, or other exceptional cir-
cumstances necessary for the successful per-
formance of an intelligence community mis-
sion. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZED DELEGATION OF DUTY.—
The Director may only delegate the author-
ity granted by this section to the Deputy Di-
rector of Central Intelligence, or with re-
spect to employees of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency the Director may delegate 
such authority to the Deputy Director for 
Operations.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for the National Security Act of 
1947 is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 115 the following new 
item:

‘‘Sec. 116. Travel on any common carrier for 
certain intelligence collection 
personnel.’’.

SEC. 306. UPDATE OF REPORT ON EFFECTS OF 
FOREIGN ESPIONAGE ON UNITED 
STATES TRADE SECRETS. 

Not later than 270 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Director of 
Central Intelligence shall submit to Con-
gress a report that updates and revises, as 
necessary, the report prepared by the Direc-
tor pursuant to section 310 of the Intel-
ligence Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2000 (Public Law 106–120; 113 Stat. 1606). 
SEC. 307. POW/MIA ANALYTIC CAPABILITY WITH-

IN THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the National Se-

curity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 402 et seq.), as 
amended by section 305(a), is further amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘POW/MIA ANALYTIC CAPABILITY 

‘‘SEC. 117. (a) REQUIREMENT.—(1) The Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence shall, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Defense, establish 
and maintain in the intelligence community 
an analytic capability with responsibility for 
intelligence in support of the activities of 
the United States relating to individuals 
who, after December 31, 1990, are unac-
counted for United States personnel. 

‘‘(2) The analytic capability maintained 
under paragraph (1) shall be known as the 
‘POW/MIA analytic capability of the intel-
ligence community’. 

‘‘(b) UNACCOUNTED FOR UNITED STATES PER-
SONNEL.—In this section, the term ‘unac-
counted for United States personnel’ means 
the following: 

‘‘(1) Any missing person (as that term is 
defined in section 1513(1) of title 10, United 
States Code). 

‘‘(2) Any United States national who was 
killed while engaged in activities on behalf 
of the United States and whose remains have 
not been repatriated to the United States.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for the National Security Act of 
1947, as amended by section 305(b), is further 

amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 116 the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 117. POW/MIA analytic capability.’’.
SEC. 308. APPLICABILITY TO LAWFUL UNITED 

STATES INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 
OF FEDERAL LAWS IMPLEMENTING 
INTERNATIONAL TREATIES AND 
AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The National Security 
Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new title: 

‘‘TITLE X—ADDITIONAL 
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

‘‘APPLICABILITY TO UNITED STATES INTEL-
LIGENCE ACTIVITIES OF FEDERAL LAWS IM-
PLEMENTING INTERNATIONAL TREATIES AND 
AGREEMENTS 

‘‘SEC. 1001. (a) IN GENERAL.—No Federal 
law enacted on or after the date of the enact-
ment of the Intelligence Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2001 that implements a trea-
ty or other international agreement shall be 
construed as making unlawful an otherwise 
lawful and authorized intelligence activity 
of the United States Government or its em-
ployees, or any other person to the extent 
such other person is carrying out such activ-
ity on behalf of, and at the direction of, the 
United States, unless such Federal law spe-
cifically addresses such intelligence activity. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZED INTELLIGENCE ACTIVI-
TIES.—An intelligence activity shall be 
treated as authorized for purposes of sub-
section (a) if the intelligence activity is au-
thorized by an appropriate official of the 
United States Government, acting within 
the scope of the official duties of that offi-
cial and in compliance with Federal law and 
any applicable Presidential directive.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for the National Security Act of 
1947 is amended by inserting at the end the 
following new items:

‘‘TITLE X—ADDITIONAL 
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

‘‘Sec. 1001. Applicability to United States in-
telligence activities of Federal 
laws implementing inter-
national treaties and agree-
ments.’’.

SEC. 309. LIMITATION ON HANDLING, RETEN-
TION, AND STORAGE OF CERTAIN 
CLASSIFIED MATERIALS BY THE DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE. 

(a) CERTIFICATION REGARDING FULL COMPLI-
ANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS.—The Director of 
Central Intelligence shall certify to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress whether or 
not each covered element of the Department 
of State is in full compliance with all appli-
cable directives of the Director of Central In-
telligence relating to the handling, reten-
tion, or storage of covered classified mate-
rial. 

(b) LIMITATION ON CERTIFICATION.—The Di-
rector of Central Intelligence may not cer-
tify a covered element of the Department of 
State as being in full compliance with the di-
rectives referred to in subsection (a) if the 
covered element is currently subject to a 
waiver of compliance with respect to any 
such directive. 

(c) REPORT ON NONCOMPLIANCE.—Whenever 
the Director of Central Intelligence deter-
mines that a covered element of the Depart-
ment of State is not in full compliance with 
any directive referred to in subsection (a), 
the Director shall promptly notify the appro-
priate committees of Congress of such deter-
mination. 

(d) EFFECTS OF CERTIFICATION OF NON-FULL 
COMPLIANCE.—(1) Subject to subsection (e), 

VerDate jul 14 2003 10:23 Jan 23, 2005 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\H13NO0.000 H13NO0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 26027November 13, 2000
effective as of January 1, 2001, a covered ele-
ment of the Department of State may not re-
tain or store covered classified material un-
less the Director has certified under sub-
section (a) as of such date that the covered 
element is in full compliance with the direc-
tives referred to in subsection (a). 

(2) If the prohibition in paragraph (1) takes 
effect in accordance with that paragraph, the 
prohibition shall remain in effect until the 
date on which the Director certifies under 
subsection (a) that the covered element in-
volved is in full compliance with the direc-
tives referred to in that subsection. 

(e) WAIVER BY DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTEL-
LIGENCE.—(1) The Director of Central Intel-
ligence may waive the applicability of the 
prohibition in subsection (d) to an element of 
the Department of State otherwise covered 
by such prohibition if the Director deter-
mines that the waiver is in the national se-
curity interests of the United States. 

(2) The Director shall submit to appro-
priate committees of Congress a report on 
each exercise of the waiver authority in 
paragraph (1). 

(3) Each report under paragraph (2) with 
respect to the exercise of authority under 
paragraph (1) shall set forth the following: 

(A) The covered element of the Department 
of State addressed by the waiver. 

(B) The reasons for the waiver. 
(C) The actions that will be taken to bring 

such element into full compliance with the 
directives referred to in subsection (a), in-
cluding a schedule for completion of such ac-
tions. 

(D) The actions taken by the Director to 
protect any covered classified material to be 
handled, retained, or stored by such element 
pending achievement of full compliance of 
such element with such directives. 

(f ) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘appropriate committees of 

Congress’’ means the following: 
(A) The Select Committee on Intelligence 

and the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate. 

(B) The Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence and the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(2) The term ‘‘covered classified material’’ 
means any material classified at the Sen-
sitive Compartmented Information (SCI) 
level. 

(3) The term ‘‘covered element of the De-
partment of State’’ means each element of 
the Department of State that handles, re-
tains, or stores covered classified material. 

(4) The term ‘‘material’’ means any data, 
regardless of physical form or characteristic, 
including written or printed matter, auto-
mated information systems storage media, 
maps, charts, paintings, drawings, films, 
photographs, engravings, sketches, working 
notes, papers, reproductions of any such 
things by any means or process, and sound, 
voice, magnetic, or electronic recordings. 

(5) The term ‘‘Sensitive Compartmented 
Information (SCI) level’’, in the case of clas-
sified material, means a level of classifica-
tion for information in such material con-
cerning or derived from intelligence sources, 
methods, or analytical processes that re-
quires such information to be handled within 
formal access control systems established by 
the Director of Central Intelligence. 
SEC. 310. DESIGNATION OF DANIEL PATRICK 

MOYNIHAN PLACE. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) during the second half of the twentieth 

century, Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
promoted the importance of architecture and 

urban planning in the Nation’s Capital, par-
ticularly with respect to the portion of 
Pennsylvania Avenue between the White 
House and the United States Capitol (re-
ferred to in this subsection as the ‘‘Ave-
nue’’); 

(2) Senator Moynihan has stressed the 
unique significance of the Avenue as con-
ceived by Pierre Charles L’Enfant to be the 
‘‘grand axis’’ of the Nation’s Capital as well 
as a symbolic representation of the separate 
yet unified branches of the United States 
Government; 

(3) through his service to the Ad Hoc Com-
mittee on Federal Office Space (1961–1962), as 
a member of the President’s Council on 
Pennsylvania Avenue (1962–1964), and as vice-
chairman of the President’s Temporary Com-
mission on Pennsylvania Avenue (1965–1969), 
and in his various capacities in the executive 
and legislative branches, Senator Moynihan 
has consistently and creatively sought to 
fulfill President Kennedy’s recommendation 
of June 1, 1962, that the Avenue not become 
a ‘‘solid phalanx of public and private office 
buildings which close down completely at 
night and on weekends,’’ but that it be ‘‘live-
ly, friendly, and inviting, as well as dignified 
and impressive’’; 

(4)(A) Senator Moynihan helped draft a 
Federal architectural policy, known as the 
‘‘Guiding Principles for Federal Architec-
ture,’’ that recommends a choice of designs 
that are ‘‘efficient and economical’’ and that 
provide ‘‘visual testimony to the dignity, en-
terprise, vigor, and stability’’ of the United 
States Government; and 

(B) the Guiding Principles for Federal Ar-
chitecture further state that the ‘‘develop-
ment of an official style must be avoided. 
Design must flow from the architectural pro-
fession to the Government, and not vice 
versa.’’; 

(5) Senator Moynihan has encouraged—
(A) the construction of new buildings along 

the Avenue, such as the Ronald Reagan 
Building and International Trade Center; 
and 

(B) the establishment of an academic insti-
tution along the Avenue, namely the Wood-
row Wilson International Center for Schol-
ars, a living memorial to President Wilson; 
and 

(6) as Senator Moynihan’s service in the 
Senate concludes, it is appropriate to com-
memorate his legacy of public service and 
his commitment to thoughtful urban design 
in the Nation’s Capital. 

(b) DESIGNATION.—The parcel of land lo-
cated in the northwest quadrant of Wash-
ington, District of Columbia, and described 
in subsection (c) shall be known and des-
ignated as ‘‘Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
Place’’. 

(c) BOUNDARIES.—The parcel of land de-
scribed in this subsection is the portion of 
Woodrow Wilson Plaza (as designated by 
Public Law 103–284 (108 Stat. 1448)) that is 
bounded—

(1) on the west by the eastern facade of the 
Ronald Reagan Building and International 
Trade Center; 

(2) on the east by the western facade of the 
Ariel Rios Building; 

(3) on the north by the southern edge of the 
sidewalk abutting Pennsylvania Avenue; and 

(4) on the south by the line that extends 
west to the facade of the Ronald Reagan 
Building and International Trade Center, 
from the point where the west facade of the 
Ariel Rios Building intersects the north end 
of the west hemicycle of that building. 

(d) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 

record of the United States to the parcel of 
land described in subsection (c) shall be 
deemed to be a reference to Daniel Patrick 
Moynihan Place. 

(e) MARKERS.—The Administrator of Gen-
eral Services shall erect appropriate gate-
ways or other markers in Daniel Patrick 
Moynihan Place so denoting that place.

Subtitle B—Diplomatic Telecommunications 
Service Program Office (DTS-PO) 

SEC. 321. REORGANIZATION OF DIPLOMATIC 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE 
PROGRAM OFFICE. 

(a) REORGANIZATION.—Effective 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Diplomatic Telecommunications Service 
Program Office (DTS-PO) established pursu-
ant to title V of Public Law 102–140 shall be 
reorganized in accordance with this subtitle. 

(b) PURPOSE AND DUTIES OF DTS-PO.—The 
purpose and duties of DTS-PO shall be to 
carry out a program for the establishment 
and maintenance of a diplomatic tele-
communications system and communica-
tions network (hereinafter in this subtitle 
referred to as ‘‘DTS’’) capable of providing 
multiple levels of service to meet the wide 
ranging needs of all United States Govern-
ment agencies and departments at diplo-
matic facilities abroad, including national 
security needs for secure, reliable, and ro-
bust communications capabilities. 
SEC. 322. PERSONNEL. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF POSITION OF CHIEF 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Effective 60 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, there is 
established the position of Chief Executive 
Officer of the Diplomatic Telecommuni-
cations Service Program Office (hereinafter 
in this subtitle referred to as the ‘‘CEO’’). 

(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The CEO shall be an indi-

vidual who—
(i) is a communications professional; 
(ii) has served in the commercial tele-

communications industry for at least 7 
years; 

(iii) has an extensive background in com-
munications system design, maintenance, 
and support and a background in organiza-
tional management; and 

(iv) submits to a background investigation 
and possesses the necessary qualifications to 
obtain a security clearance required to meet 
the highest United States Government secu-
rity standards. 

(B) LIMITATIONS.—The CEO may not be an 
individual who was an officer or employee of 
DTS-PO prior to the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(3) APPOINTMENT AUTHORITY.—The CEO of 
DTS-PO shall be appointed by the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget. 

(4) FIRST APPOINTMENT.—
(i) DEADLINE.—The first appointment under 

this subsection shall be made not later than 
May 1, 2001. 

(ii) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.—Of the 
funds available for DTS-PO on the date of 
the enactment of this Act, not more than 75 
percent of such funds may be obligated or ex-
pended until a CEO is appointed under this 
subsection and assumes such position. 

(iii) MAY NOT BE AN OFFICER OR EMPLOYEE 
OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.—The individual 
first appointed as CEO under this subtitle 
may not have been an officer or employee of 
the Federal government during the 1-year 
period immediately preceding such appoint-
ment. 

(5) VACANCY.—In the event of a vacancy in 
the position of CEO or during the absence or 
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disability of the CEO, the Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget may des-
ignate an officer or employee of DTS-PO to 
perform the duties of the position as the act-
ing CEO. 

(6) AUTHORITIES AND DUTIES.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The CEO shall have re-

sponsibility for day-to-day management and 
operations of DTS, subject to the supervision 
of the Diplomatic Telecommunication Serv-
ice Oversight Board established under this 
subtitle. 

(B) SPECIFIC AUTHORITIES.—In carrying out 
the responsibility for day-to-day manage-
ment and operations of DTS, the CEO shall, 
at a minimum, have—

(i) final decision-making authority for im-
plementing DTS policy; and 

(ii) final decision-making authority for 
managing all communications technology 
and security upgrades to satisfy DTS user re-
quirements. 

(C) CERTIFICATION REGARDING SECURITY.—
The CEO shall certify to the appropriate con-
gressional committees that the operational 
and communications security requirements 
and practices of DTS conform to the highest 
security requirements and practices required 
by any agency utilizing the DTS. 

(D) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—
(i) SEMIANNUAL REPORTS.—Beginning on 

August 1, 2001, and every 6 months there-
after, the CEO shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees of jurisdic-
tion a report regarding the activities of DTS-
PO during the preceding 6 months, the cur-
rent capabilities of DTS-PO, and the prior-
ities of DTS-PO for the subsequent 6-month 
period. Each report shall include a discussion 
about any administrative, budgetary, or 
management issues that hinder the ability of 
DTS-PO to fulfill its mandate. 

(ii) OTHER REPORTS.—In addition to the re-
port required by clause (i), the CEO shall 
keep the appropriate congressional commit-
tees of jurisdiction fully and currently in-
formed with regard to DTS-PO activities, 
particularly with regard to any significant 
security infractions or major outages in the 
DTS. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF POSITIONS OF DEP-
UTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be two Deputy 
Executive Officers of the Diplomatic Tele-
communications Service Program Office, 
each to be appointed by the President. 

(2) DUTIES.—The Deputy Executive Officers 
shall perform such duties as the CEO may re-
quire. 

(c) TERMINATION OF POSITIONS OF DIRECTOR 
AND DEPUTY DIRECTOR.—Effective upon the 
first appointment of a CEO pursuant to sub-
section (a), the positions of Director and 
Deputy Director of DTS-PO shall terminate. 

(d) EMPLOYEES OF DTS-PO.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—DTS-PO is authorized to 

have the following employees: a CEO estab-
lished under subsection (a), two Deputy Ex-
ecutive Officers established under subsection 
(b), and not more than four other employees. 

(2) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERVICE 
LAWS.—The CEO and other officers and em-
ployees of DTS-PO may be appointed with-
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service, and may be paid with-
out regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and 
subchapter III of chapter 53 of that title re-
lating to classification and General Schedule 
pay rates. 

(3) AUTHORITY OF DIRECTOR OF OMB TO PRE-
SCRIBE PAY OF EMPLOYEES.—The Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget shall 
prescribe the rates of basic pay for positions 

to which employees are appointed under this 
section on the basis of their unique qualifica-
tions. 

(e) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon request of the CEO, 

the head of any Federal department or agen-
cy may detail, on a reimbursable basis, any 
of the personnel of that department or agen-
cy to DTS-PO to assist it in carrying out its 
duties under this subtitle. 

(2) CONTINUATION OF SERVICE.—An em-
ployee of a Federal department or agency 
who was performing services on behalf of 
DTS-PO prior to the effective date of the re-
organization under this subtitle shall con-
tinue to be detailed to DTS-PO after that 
date, upon request. 

SEC. 323. DIPLOMATIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
SERVICE OVERSIGHT BOARD. 

(a) OVERSIGHT BOARD ESTABLISHED.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby estab-

lished the Diplomatic Telecommunications 
Service Oversight Board (hereinafter in this 
subtitle referred to as the ‘‘Board’’) as an in-
strumentality of the United States with the 
powers and authorities herein provided. 

(2) STATUS.—The Board shall oversee and 
monitor the operations of DTS-PO and shall 
be accountable for the duties assigned to 
DTS-PO under this subtitle. 

(3) MEMBERSHIP.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall consist 

of three members as follows: 
(i) The Deputy Director of the Office of 

Management and Budget. 
(ii) Two members to be appointed by the 

President. 
(B) CHAIRPERSON.—The chairperson of the 

Board shall be the Deputy Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget. 

(C) TERMS.—Members of the Board ap-
pointed by the President shall serve at the 
pleasure of the President. 

(D) QUORUM REQUIRED.—A quorum shall 
consist of all members of the Board and all 
decisions of the Board shall require a major-
ity vote. 

(4) PROHIBITION ON COMPENSATION.—Mem-
bers of the Board may not receive additional 
pay, allowances, or benefits by reason of 
their service on the Board. 

(5) DUTIES AND AUTHORITIES.—The Board 
shall have the following duties and authori-
ties with respect to DTS-PO: 

(A) To review and approve overall strate-
gies, policies, and goals established by DTS-
PO for its activities. 

(B) To review and approve financial plans, 
budgets, and periodic financing requests de-
veloped by DTS-PO. 

(C) To review the overall performance of 
DTS-PO on a periodic basis, including its 
work, management activities, and internal 
controls, and the performance of DTS-PO 
relative to approved budget plans. 

(D) To require from DTS-PO any reports, 
documents, and records the Board considers 
necessary to carry out its oversight respon-
sibilities. 

(E) To evaluate audits of DTS-PO. 
(6) LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY.—The CEO 

shall have the authority, without any prior 
review or approval by the Board, to make 
such determinations as the CEO considers 
appropriate and take such actions as the 
CEO considers appropriate with respect to 
the day-to-day management and operation of 
DTS-PO and to carry out the reforms of 
DTS-PO authorized by section 305 of the Ad-
miral James W. Nance and Meg Donovan 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 2000 and 2001 (section 305 of appendix G 
of Public Law 106–113). 

SEC. 324. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 
(a) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 

March 1, 2001, the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees of ju-
risdiction a report which includes the fol-
lowing elements with respect to DTS-PO: 

(1) Clarification of the process for the CEO 
to report to the Board. 

(2) Details of the CEO’s duties and respon-
sibilities. 

(3) Details of the compensation package for 
the CEO and other employees of DTS-PO. 

(4) Recommendations to the Overseas Se-
curity Policy Board (OSPB) for updates. 

(5) Security standards for information 
technology. 

(6) The upgrade precedence plan for over-
seas posts with national security interests. 

(7) A spending plan for the additional funds 
provided for the operation and improvement 
of DTS for fiscal year 2001. 

(b) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—The noti-
fication requirements of sections 502 and 505 
of the National Security Act of 1947 shall 
apply to DTS-PO and the Board. 

(c) PROCUREMENT AUTHORITY OF DTS-PO.—
The procurement authorities of any of the 
users of DTS shall be available to the DTS-
PO. 

(d) DEFINITION OF APPROPRIATE CONGRES-
SIONAL COMMITTEES OF JURISDICTION.—As 
used in this subtitle, the term ‘‘appropriate 
congressional committees of jurisdiction’’ 
means the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Senate 
and the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on International Relations, and 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the House of Representatives. 

(e) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this subtitle shall be construed to negate or 
to reduce the statutory obligations of any 
United States department or agency head. 

(f ) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
DTS-PO.—For each of the fiscal years 2002 
through 2006, there are authorized to be ap-
propriated directly to DTS-PO such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the manage-
ment, oversight, and security requirements 
of this subtitle. 

TITLE IV—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 
AGENCY 

SEC. 401. MODIFICATIONS TO CENTRAL INTEL-
LIGENCE AGENCY’S CENTRAL SERV-
ICES PROGRAM. 

(a) DEPOSITS IN CENTRAL SERVICES WORK-
ING CAPITAL FUND.—Subsection (c)(2) of sec-
tion 21 of the Central Intelligence Agency 
Act of 1949 (50 U.S.C. 403u(c)(2)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 
subparagraph (H); and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
following new subparagraphs: 

‘‘(F) Receipts from individuals in reim-
bursement for utility services and meals pro-
vided under the program. 

‘‘(G) Receipts from individuals for the 
rental of property and equipment under the 
program.’’. 

(b) CLARIFICATION OF COSTS RECOVERABLE 
UNDER PROGRAM.—Subsection (e)(1) of that 
section is amended in the second sentence by 
inserting ‘‘other than structures owned by 
the Agency’’ after ‘‘depreciation of plant and 
equipment’’. 

(c) FINANCIAL STATEMENTS OF PROGRAM.—
Subsection (g)(2) of that section is amended 
in the first sentence by striking ‘‘annual au-
dits under paragraph (1)’’ and inserting the 
following: ‘‘financial statements to be pre-
pared with respect to the program. Office of 
Management and Budget guidance shall also 
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determine the procedures for conducting an-
nual audits under paragraph (1).’’. 

SEC. 402. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) CLARIFICATION REGARDING REPORTS ON 
EXERCISE OF AUTHORITY.—Section 17 of the 
Central Intelligence Agency Act of 1949 (50 
U.S.C. 403q) is amended—

(1) in subsection (d)(1), by striking sub-
paragraph (E) and inserting the following 
new subparagraph (E): 

‘‘(E) a description of the exercise of the 
subpoena authority under subsection (e)(5) 
by the Inspector General during the report-
ing period; and’’; and 

(2) in subsection (e)(5), by striking subpara-
graph (E). 

(b) TERMINOLOGY WITH RESPECT TO GOV-
ERNMENT AGENCIES.—Section 17(e)(8) of such 
Act (50 U.S.C. 403q(e)(8)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘Federal’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘Government’’. 

SEC. 403. EXPANSION OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
ACTIONS REQUIRING A REPORT TO 
CONGRESS. 

Section 17(d)(3) of the Central Intelligence 
Agency Act of 1949 (50 U.S.C. 403q(d)(3)) is 
amended by striking all that follows after 
subparagraph (A) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(B) an investigation, inspection, or audit 
carried out by the Inspector General should 
focus on any current or former Agency offi-
cial who—

‘‘(i) holds or held a position in the Agency 
that is subject to appointment by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advise and consent of 
the Senate, including such a position held on 
an acting basis; or 

‘‘(ii) holds or held the position in the Agen-
cy, including such a position held on an act-
ing basis, of—

‘‘(I) Executive Director; 
‘‘(II) Deputy Director for Operations; 
‘‘(III) Deputy Director for Intelligence; 
‘‘(IV) Deputy Director for Administration; 

or 
‘‘(V) Deputy Director for Science and Tech-

nology; 
‘‘(C) a matter requires a report by the In-

spector General to the Department of Jus-
tice on possible criminal conduct by a cur-
rent or former Agency official described or 
referred to in subparagraph (B); 

‘‘(D) the Inspector General receives notice 
from the Department of Justice declining or 
approving prosecution of possible criminal 
conduct of any of the officials described in 
subparagraph (B); or 

‘‘(E) the Inspector General, after exhaust-
ing all possible alternatives, is unable to ob-
tain significant documentary information in 
the course of an investigation, inspection, or 
audit,

the Inspector General shall immediately no-
tify and submit a report on such matter to 
the intelligence committees.’’. 

SEC. 404. DETAIL OF EMPLOYEES TO THE NA-
TIONAL RECONNAISSANCE OFFICE. 

The Central Intelligence Agency Act of 
1949 (50 U.S.C. 403a et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 

‘‘DETAIL OF EMPLOYEES 

‘‘SEC. 22. The Director may—
‘‘(1) detail any personnel of the Agency on 

a reimbursable basis indefinitely to the Na-
tional Reconnaissance Office without regard 
to any limitation under law on the duration 
of details of Federal Government personnel; 
and 

‘‘(2) hire personnel for the purpose of any 
detail under paragraph (1).’’. 

SEC. 405. TRANSFERS OF FUNDS TO OTHER 
AGENCIES FOR ACQUISITION OF 
LAND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5 of the Central 
Intelligence Agency Act of 1949 (50 U.S.C. 
403f ) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(c) TRANSFERS FOR ACQUISITION OF 
LAND.—(1) Sums appropriated or otherwise 
made available to the Agency for the acqui-
sition of land that are transferred to another 
department or agency for that purpose shall 
remain available for 3 years. 

‘‘(2) The Director shall submit to the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Senate 
and the Permanent Select Committee on In-
telligence of the House of Representatives an 
annual report on the transfers of sums de-
scribed in paragraph (1).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING STYLISTIC AMENDMENTS.—
That section is further amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘IN GEN-
ERAL.—’’ after ‘‘(a)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting ‘‘SCOPE 
OF AUTHORITY FOR EXPENDITURE.—’’ after 
‘‘(b)’’. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—Subsection (c) of sec-
tion 5 of the Central Intelligence Agency Act 
of 1949, as added by subsection (a) of this sec-
tion, shall apply with respect to amounts ap-
propriated or otherwise made available for 
the Central Intelligence Agency for fiscal 
years after fiscal year 2000.
SEC. 406. ELIGIBILITY OF ADDITIONAL EMPLOY-

EES FOR REIMBURSEMENT FOR 
PROFESSIONAL LIABILITY INSUR-
ANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any pro-
vision of title VI, section 636 of the Treasury, 
Postal Service, and General Government Ap-
propriations Act, 1997 (5 U.S.C. prec. 5941 
note), the Director of Central Intelligence 
may—

(1) designate as qualified employees within 
the meaning of subsection (b) of that section 
appropriate categories of employees not oth-
erwise covered by that subsection; and 

(2) use appropriated funds available to the 
Director to reimburse employees within cat-
egories so designated for one-half of the 
costs incurred by such employees for profes-
sional liability insurance in accordance with 
subsection (a) of that section. 

(b) REPORTS.—The Director of Central In-
telligence shall submit to the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the Senate and the 
Permanent Select Committee of Intelligence 
of the House of Representatives a report on 
each designation of a category of employees 
under paragraph (1) of subsection (a), includ-
ing the approximate number of employees 
covered by such designation and an estimate 
of the amount to be expended on reimburse-
ment of such employees under paragraph (2) 
of that subsection. 

TITLE V—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 

SEC. 501. CONTRACTING AUTHORITY FOR THE 
NATIONAL RECONNAISSANCE OF-
FICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The National Reconnais-
sance Office (‘‘NRO’’) shall negotiate, write, 
execute, and manage contracts for launch ve-
hicle acquisition or launch that affect or 
bind the NRO and to which the United States 
is a party. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
apply to any contract described in sub-
section (a) that is entered into after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) RETROACTIVITY.—This section shall not 
apply to any contract described in sub-
section (a) in effect as of the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 

SEC. 502. ROLE OF DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL IN-
TELLIGENCE IN EXPERIMENTAL 
PERSONNEL PROGRAM FOR CER-
TAIN SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL 
PERSONNEL. 

If the Director of Central Intelligence re-
quests that the Secretary of Defense exercise 
any authority available to the Secretary 
under section 1101(b) of the Strom Thurmond 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 1999 (Public Law 105–261; 5 U.S.C. 
3104 note) to carry out a program of special 
personnel management authority at the Na-
tional Imagery and Mapping Agency and the 
National Security Agency in order to facili-
tate recruitment of eminent experts in 
science and engineering at such agencies, the 
Secretary shall respond to such request not 
later than 30 days after the date of such re-
quest. 
SEC. 503. MEASUREMENT AND SIGNATURE INTEL-

LIGENCE. 
(a) STUDY OF OPTIONS.—The Director of 

Central Intelligence shall, in coordination 
with the Secretary of Defense, conduct a 
study of the utility and feasibility of various 
options for improving the management and 
organization of measurement and signature 
intelligence, including—

(1) the option of establishing a centralized 
tasking, processing, exploitation, and dis-
semination facility for measurement and sig-
nature intelligence; 

(2) options for recapitalizing and reconfig-
uring the current systems for measurement 
and signature intelligence; and 

(3) the operation and maintenance costs of 
the various options. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than April 1, 2001, 
the Director and the Secretary shall jointly 
submit to the appropriate committees of 
Congress a report on their findings as a re-
sult of the study required by subsection (a). 
The report shall set forth any recommenda-
tions that the Director and the Secretary 
consider appropriate. 

(c) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means the 
following: 

(1) The Committee on Armed Services and 
the Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
Senate. 

(2) The Committee on Armed Services and 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the House of Representatives. 

TITLE VI—COUNTERINTELLIGENCE 
MATTERS 

SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Counter-

intelligence Reform Act of 2000’’. 
SEC. 602. ORDERS FOR ELECTRONIC SURVEIL-

LANCE UNDER THE FOREIGN INTEL-
LIGENCE SURVEILLANCE ACT OF 
1978. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS REGARDING CERTAIN AP-
PLICATIONS.—Section 104 of the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 
1804) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(e)(1)(A) Upon written request of the Di-
rector of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary 
of State, or the Director of Central Intel-
ligence, the Attorney General shall person-
ally review under subsection (a) an applica-
tion under that subsection for a target de-
scribed in section 101(b)(2). 

‘‘(B) Except when disabled or otherwise un-
available to make a request referred to in 
subparagraph (A), an official referred to in 
that subparagraph may not delegate the au-
thority to make a request referred to in that 
subparagraph. 
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‘‘(C) Each official referred to in subpara-

graph (A) with authority to make a request 
under that subparagraph shall take appro-
priate actions in advance to ensure that del-
egation of such authority is clearly estab-
lished in the event such official is disabled or 
otherwise unavailable to make such request. 

‘‘(2)(A) If as a result of a request under 
paragraph (1) the Attorney General deter-
mines not to approve an application under 
the second sentence of subsection (a) for pur-
poses of making the application under this 
section, the Attorney General shall provide 
written notice of the determination to the 
official making the request for the review of 
the application under that paragraph. Except 
when disabled or otherwise unavailable to 
make a determination under the preceding 
sentence, the Attorney General may not del-
egate the responsibility to make a deter-
mination under that sentence. The Attorney 
General shall take appropriate actions in ad-
vance to ensure that delegation of such re-
sponsibility is clearly established in the 
event the Attorney General is disabled or 
otherwise unavailable to make such deter-
mination. 

‘‘(B) Notice with respect to an application 
under subparagraph (A) shall set forth the 
modifications, if any, of the application that 
are necessary in order for the Attorney Gen-
eral to approve the application under the 
second sentence of subsection (a) for pur-
poses of making the application under this 
section. 

‘‘(C) Upon review of any modifications of 
an application set forth under subparagraph 
(B), the official notified of the modifications 
under this paragraph shall modify the appli-
cation if such official determines that such 
modification is warranted. Such official 
shall supervise the making of any modifica-
tion under this subparagraph. Except when 
disabled or otherwise unavailable to super-
vise the making of any modification under 
the preceding sentence, such official may not 
delegate the responsibility to supervise the 
making of any modification under that pre-
ceding sentence. Each such official shall 
take appropriate actions in advance to en-
sure that delegation of such responsibility is 
clearly established in the event such official 
is disabled or otherwise unavailable to super-
vise the making of such modification.’’. 

(b) PROBABLE CAUSE.—Section 105 of that 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1805) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (b), (c), 
(d), (e), (f ), and (g) as subsections (c), (d), (e), 
(f ), (g), and (h), respectively; 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection (b): 

‘‘(b) In determining whether or not prob-
able cause exists for purposes of an order 
under subsection (a)(3), a judge may consider 
past activities of the target, as well as facts 
and circumstances relating to current or fu-
ture activities of the target.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (d), as redesignated by 
paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(1)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘subsection (c)(1)’’. 
SEC. 603. ORDERS FOR PHYSICAL SEARCHES 

UNDER THE FOREIGN INTEL-
LIGENCE SURVEILLANCE ACT OF 
1978. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS REGARDING CERTAIN AP-
PLICATIONS.—Section 303 of the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 
1823) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d)(1)(A) Upon written request of the Di-
rector of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary 
of State, or the Director of Central Intel-
ligence, the Attorney General shall person-
ally review under subsection (a) an applica-

tion under that subsection for a target de-
scribed in section 101(b)(2). 

‘‘(B) Except when disabled or otherwise un-
available to make a request referred to in 
subparagraph (A), an official referred to in 
that subparagraph may not delegate the au-
thority to make a request referred to in that 
subparagraph. 

‘‘(C) Each official referred to in subpara-
graph (A) with authority to make a request 
under that subparagraph shall take appro-
priate actions in advance to ensure that del-
egation of such authority is clearly estab-
lished in the event such official is disabled or 
otherwise unavailable to make such request. 

‘‘(2)(A) If as a result of a request under 
paragraph (1) the Attorney General deter-
mines not to approve an application under 
the second sentence of subsection (a) for pur-
poses of making the application under this 
section, the Attorney General shall provide 
written notice of the determination to the 
official making the request for the review of 
the application under that paragraph. Except 
when disabled or otherwise unavailable to 
make a determination under the preceding 
sentence, the Attorney General may not del-
egate the responsibility to make a deter-
mination under that sentence. The Attorney 
General shall take appropriate actions in ad-
vance to ensure that delegation of such re-
sponsibility is clearly established in the 
event the Attorney General is disabled or 
otherwise unavailable to make such deter-
mination. 

‘‘(B) Notice with respect to an application 
under subparagraph (A) shall set forth the 
modifications, if any, of the application that 
are necessary in order for the Attorney Gen-
eral to approve the application under the 
second sentence of subsection (a) for pur-
poses of making the application under this 
section. 

‘‘(C) Upon review of any modifications of 
an application set forth under subparagraph 
(B), the official notified of the modifications 
under this paragraph shall modify the appli-
cation if such official determines that such 
modification is warranted. Such official 
shall supervise the making of any modifica-
tion under this subparagraph. Except when 
disabled or otherwise unavailable to super-
vise the making of any modification under 
the preceding sentence, such official may not 
delegate the responsibility to supervise the 
making of any modification under that pre-
ceding sentence. Each such official shall 
take appropriate actions in advance to en-
sure that delegation of such responsibility is 
clearly established in the event such official 
is disabled or otherwise unavailable to super-
vise the making of such modification.’’. 

(b) PROBABLE CAUSE.—Section 304 of that 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1824) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (b), (c), 
(d), and (e) as subsections (c), (d), (e), and (f ), 
respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection (b): 

‘‘(b) In determining whether or not prob-
able cause exists for purposes of an order 
under subsection (a)(3), a judge may consider 
past activities of the target, as well as facts 
and circumstances relating to current or fu-
ture activities of the target.’’. 
SEC. 604. DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION AC-

QUIRED UNDER THE FOREIGN IN-
TELLIGENCE SURVEILLANCE ACT OF 
1978 FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT PUR-
POSES. 

(a) INCLUSION OF INFORMATION ON DISCLO-
SURE IN SEMIANNUAL OVERSIGHT REPORT.—
Section 108(a) of the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1808(a)) is 
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(a)’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(2) Each report under the first sentence of 

paragraph (1) shall include a description of—
‘‘(A) each criminal case in which informa-

tion acquired under this Act has been passed 
for law enforcement purposes during the pe-
riod covered by such report; and 

‘‘(B) each criminal case in which informa-
tion acquired under this Act has been au-
thorized for use at trial during such report-
ing period.’’. 

(b) REPORT ON MECHANISMS FOR DETER-
MINATIONS OF DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION 
FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT PURPOSES.—(1) The 
Attorney General shall submit to the appro-
priate committees of Congress a report on 
the authorities and procedures utilized by 
the Department of Justice for determining 
whether or not to disclose information ac-
quired under the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.) 
for law enforcement purposes. 

(2) In this subsection, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means the 
following: 

(A) The Select Committee on Intelligence 
and the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
Senate. 

(B) The Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence and the Committee on the Judi-
ciary of the House of Representatives. 
SEC. 605. COORDINATION OF COUNTERINTEL-

LIGENCE WITH THE FEDERAL BU-
REAU OF INVESTIGATION. 

(a) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN SUBJECTS OF IN-
VESTIGATION.—Subsection (c) of section 811 of 
the Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1995 (50 U.S.C. 402a) is amended—

(1) in paragraphs (1) and (2), by striking 
‘‘paragraph (3)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(5)’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), (5), 
and (6) as paragraphs (5), (6), (7), and (8), re-
spectively; 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (3): 

‘‘(3)(A) The Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation shall submit to the head of 
the department or agency concerned a writ-
ten assessment of the potential impact of the 
actions of the department or agency on a 
counterintelligence investigation. 

‘‘(B) The head of the department or agency 
concerned shall—

‘‘(i) use an assessment under subparagraph 
(A) as an aid in determining whether, and 
under what circumstances, the subject of an 
investigation under paragraph (1) should be 
left in place for investigative purposes; and 

‘‘(ii) notify in writing the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation of such de-
termination. 

‘‘(C) The Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation and the head of the depart-
ment or agency concerned shall continue to 
consult, as appropriate, to review the status 
of an investigation covered by this para-
graph, and to reassess, as appropriate, a de-
termination of the head of the department or 
agency concerned to leave a subject in place 
for investigative purposes.’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (5), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘paragraph (1) or (2)’’ and inserting 
‘‘paragraph (1), (2), or (3)’’. 

(b) TIMELY PROVISION OF INFORMATION AND 
CONSULTATION ON ESPIONAGE INVESTIGA-
TIONS.—Paragraph (2) of that subsection is 
further amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘in a timely manner’’ after 
‘‘through appropriate channels’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘in a timely manner’’ after 
‘‘are consulted’’. 
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(c) INTERFERENCE WITH FULL FIELD ESPIO-

NAGE INVESTIGATIONS.—That subsection is 
further amended by inserting after para-
graph (3), as amended by subsection (a) of 
this section, the following new paragraph (4): 

‘‘(4)(A) The Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion shall notify appropriate officials within 
the executive branch, including the head of 
the department or agency concerned, of the 
commencement of a full field espionage in-
vestigation with respect to an employee 
within the executive branch. 

‘‘(B) A department or agency may not con-
duct a polygraph examination, interrogate, 
or otherwise take any action that is likely 
to alert an employee covered by a notice 
under subparagraph (A) of an investigation 
described in that subparagraph without prior 
coordination and consultation with the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation.’’. 
SEC. 606. ENHANCING PROTECTION OF NA-

TIONAL SECURITY AT THE DEPART-
MENT OF JUSTICE. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION FOR INCREASED RE-
SOURCES TO FULFILL NATIONAL SECURITY 
MISSION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of Justice for the activities 
of the Office of Intelligence Policy and Re-
view to help meet the increased personnel 
demands to combat terrorism, process appli-
cations to the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-
lance Court, participate effectively in 
counter-espionage investigations, provide 
policy analysis on national security issues, 
and enhance secure computer and tele-
communications facilities—

(1) $7,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; 
(2) $7,500,000 for fiscal year 2002; and 
(3) $8,000,000 for fiscal year 2003. 
(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—(1) No funds 

authorized to be appropriated by subsection 
(a) for the Office of Intelligence Policy and 
Review for fiscal years 2002 and 2003 may be 
obligated or expended until the date on 
which the Attorney General submits the re-
port required by paragraph (2) for the year 
involved. 

(2)(A) The Attorney General shall submit 
to the committees of Congress specified in 
subparagraph (B) an annual report on the 
manner in which the funds authorized to be 
appropriated by subsection (a) for the Office 
of Intelligence Policy and Review will be 
used by that Office—

(i) to improve and strengthen its oversight 
of Federal Bureau of Investigation field of-
fices in the implementation of orders under 
the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 
1978 (50 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.); and 

(ii) to streamline and increase the effi-
ciency of the application process under that 
Act. 

(B) The committees of Congress referred to 
in this subparagraph are the following: 

(i) The Select Committee on Intelligence 
and the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
Senate. 

(ii) The Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence and the Committee on the Judi-
ciary of the House of Representatives. 

(3) In addition to the report required by 
paragraph (2), the Attorney General shall 
also submit to the Select Committee on In-
telligence of the Senate and the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
House of Representatives a report that ad-
dresses the issues identified in the semi-
annual report of the Attorney General to 
such committees under section 108(a) of the 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 
(50 U.S.C. 1808(a)) that was submitted in 
April 2000, including any corrective actions 
with regard to such issues. The report under 

this paragraph shall be submitted in classi-
fied form. 

(4) Funds made available pursuant to sub-
section (a), in any fiscal year, shall remain 
available until expended. 

(c) REPORT ON COORDINATING NATIONAL SE-
CURITY AND INTELLIGENCE FUNCTIONS WITHIN 
THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE.—The Attorney 
General shall report to the committees of 
Congress specified in subsection (b)(2)(B) 
within 120 days on actions that have been or 
will be taken by the Department to—

(1) promote quick and efficient responses 
to national security issues; 

(2) centralize a point-of-contact within the 
Department on national security matters for 
external entities and agencies; and 

(3) coordinate the dissemination of intel-
ligence information within the appropriate 
components of the Department and the for-
mulation of policy on national security 
issues. 
SEC. 607. COORDINATION REQUIREMENTS RE-

LATING TO THE PROSECUTION OF 
CASES INVOLVING CLASSIFIED IN-
FORMATION. 

The Classified Information Procedures Act 
(18 U.S.C. App.) is amended by inserting after 
section 9 the following new section: 
‘‘COORDINATION REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO 

THE PROSECUTION OF CASES INVOLVING CLAS-
SIFIED INFORMATION 
‘‘SEC. 9A. (a) BRIEFINGS REQUIRED.—The 

Assistant Attorney General for the Criminal 
Division and the appropriate United States 
attorney, or the designees of such officials, 
shall provide briefings to the senior agency 
official, or the designee of such official, with 
respect to any case involving classified infor-
mation that originated in the agency of such 
senior agency official. 

‘‘(b) TIMING OF BRIEFINGS.—Briefings under 
subsection (a) with respect to a case shall 
occur—

‘‘(1) as soon as practicable after the De-
partment of Justice and the United States 
attorney concerned determine that a pros-
ecution or potential prosecution could re-
sult; and 

‘‘(2) at such other times thereafter as are 
necessary to keep the senior agency official 
concerned fully and currently informed of 
the status of the prosecution. 

‘‘(c) SENIOR AGENCY OFFICIAL DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘senior agency official’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
1.1 of Executive Order No. 12958.’’. 
SEC. 608. SEVERABILITY. 

If any provision of this title (including an 
amendment made by this title), or the appli-
cation thereof, to any person or cir-
cumstance, is held invalid, the remainder of 
this title (including the amendments made 
by this title), and the application thereof, to 
other persons or circumstances shall not be 
affected thereby. 

TITLE VII—DECLASSIFICATION OF 
INFORMATION 

SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Public In-

terest Declassification Act of 2000’’. 
SEC. 702. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) It is in the national interest to estab-

lish an effective, coordinated, and cost-effec-
tive means by which records on specific sub-
jects of extraordinary public interest that do 
not undermine the national security inter-
ests of the United States may be collected, 
retained, reviewed, and disseminated to Con-
gress, policymakers in the executive branch, 
and the public. 

(2) Ensuring, through such measures, pub-
lic access to information that does not re-

quire continued protection to maintain the 
national security interests of the United 
States is a key to striking the balance be-
tween secrecy essential to national security 
and the openness that is central to the prop-
er functioning of the political institutions of 
the United States. 
SEC. 703. PUBLIC INTEREST DECLASSIFICATION 

BOARD. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 

within the executive branch of the United 
States a board to be known as the ‘‘Public 
Interest Declassification Board’’ (in this 
title referred to as the ‘‘Board’’). 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Board 
are as follows: 

(1) To advise the President, the Assistant 
to the President for National Security Af-
fairs, the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and such other executive 
branch officials as the Board considers ap-
propriate on the systematic, thorough, co-
ordinated, and comprehensive identification, 
collection, review for declassification, and 
release to Congress, interested agencies, and 
the public of declassified records and mate-
rials (including donated historical materials) 
that are of archival value, including records 
and materials of extraordinary public inter-
est. 

(2) To promote the fullest possible public 
access to a thorough, accurate, and reliable 
documentary record of significant United 
States national security decisions and sig-
nificant United States national security ac-
tivities in order to—

(A) support the oversight and legislative 
functions of Congress; 

(B) support the policymaking role of the 
executive branch; 

(C) respond to the interest of the public in 
national security matters; and 

(D) promote reliable historical analysis 
and new avenues of historical study in na-
tional security matters. 

(3) To provide recommendations to the 
President for the identification, collection, 
and review for declassification of informa-
tion of extraordinary public interest that 
does not undermine the national security of 
the United States, to be undertaken in ac-
cordance with a declassification program 
that has been established or may be estab-
lished by the President by Executive order. 

(4) To advise the President, the Assistant 
to the President for National Security Af-
fairs, the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and such other executive 
branch officials as the Board considers ap-
propriate on policies deriving from the 
issuance by the President of Executive or-
ders regarding the classification and declas-
sification of national security information. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.—(1) The Board shall be 
composed of nine individuals appointed from 
among citizens of the United States who are 
preeminent in the fields of history, national 
security, foreign policy, intelligence policy, 
social science, law, or archives, including in-
dividuals who have served in Congress or 
otherwise in the Federal Government or 
have otherwise engaged in research, scholar-
ship, or publication in such fields on matters 
relating to the national security of the 
United States, of whom—

(A) five shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent; 

(B) one shall be appointed by the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives; 

(C) one shall be appointed by the majority 
leader of the Senate; 

(D) one shall be appointed by the minority 
leader of the Senate; and 

(E) one shall be appointed by the minority 
leader of the House of Representatives. 
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(2)(A) Of the members initially appointed 

to the Board by the President—
(i) three shall be appointed for a term of 4 

years; 
(ii) one shall be appointed for a term of 3 

years; and 
(iii) one shall be appointed for a term of 2 

years. 
(B) The members initially appointed to the 

Board by the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives or by the majority leader of the 
Senate shall be appointed for a term of 3 
years. 

(C) The members initially appointed to the 
Board by the minority leader of the House of 
Representatives or the Senate shall be ap-
pointed for a term of 2 years. 

(D) Any subsequent appointment to the 
Board shall be for a term of 3 years. 

(3) A vacancy in the Board shall be filled in 
the same manner as the original appoint-
ment. A member of the Board appointed to 
fill a vacancy before the expiration of a term 
shall serve for the remainder of the term. 

(4) A member of the Board may be ap-
pointed to a new term on the Board upon the 
expiration of the member’s term on the 
Board, except that no member may serve 
more than three full terms on the Board. 

(d) CHAIRPERSON; EXECUTIVE SECRETARY.—
(1)(A) The President shall designate one of 
the members of the Board as the Chairperson 
of the Board. 

(B) The term of service as Chairperson of 
the Board shall be 2 years. 

(C) A member serving as Chairperson of the 
Board may be redesignated as Chairperson of 
the Board upon the expiration of the mem-
ber’s term as Chairperson of the Board, ex-
cept that no member shall serve as Chair-
person of the Board for more than 6 years. 

(2) The Director of the Information Secu-
rity Oversight Office shall serve as the Exec-
utive Secretary of the Board. 

(e) MEETINGS.—The Board shall meet as 
needed to accomplish its mission, consistent 
with the availability of funds. A majority of 
the members of the Board shall constitute a 
quorum. 

(f ) STAFF.—Any employee of the Federal 
Government may be detailed to the Board, 
with the agreement of and without reim-
bursement to the detailing agency, and such 
detail shall be without interruption or loss 
of civil, military, or foreign service status or 
privilege. 

(g) SECURITY.—(1) The members and staff of 
the Board shall, as a condition of appoint-
ment to or employment with the Board, hold 
appropriate security clearances for access to 
the classified records and materials to be re-
viewed by the Board or its staff, and shall 
follow the guidance and practices on security 
under applicable Executive orders and Presi-
dential or agency directives. 

(2) The head of an agency shall, as a condi-
tion of granting access to a member of the 
Board, the Executive Secretary of the Board, 
or a member of the staff of the Board to clas-
sified records or materials of the agency 
under this title, require the member, the Ex-
ecutive Secretary, or the member of the 
staff, as the case may be, to—

(A) execute an agreement regarding the se-
curity of such records or materials that is 
approved by the head of the agency; and 

(B) hold an appropriate security clearance 
granted or recognized under the standard 
procedures and eligibility criteria of the 
agency, including any special access ap-
proval required for access to such records or 
materials. 

(3) The members of the Board, the Execu-
tive Secretary of the Board, and the mem-

bers of the staff of the Board may not use 
any information acquired in the course of 
their official activities on the Board for non-
official purposes. 

(4) For purposes of any law or regulation 
governing access to classified information 
that pertains to the national security of the 
United States, and subject to any limita-
tions on access arising under section 706(b), 
and to facilitate the advisory functions of 
the Board under this title, a member of the 
Board seeking access to a record or material 
under this title shall be deemed for purposes 
of this subsection to have a need to know the 
contents of the record or material. 

(h) COMPENSATION.—(1) Each member of the 
Board shall receive compensation at a rate 
not to exceed the daily equivalent of the an-
nual rate of basic pay payable for positions 
at ES–1 of the Senior Executive Service 
under section 5382 of title 5, United States 
Code, for each day such member is engaged 
in the actual performance of duties of the 
Board. 

(2) Members of the Board shall be allowed 
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of 
subsistence at rates authorized for employ-
ees of agencies under subchapter I of chapter 
57 of title 5, United States Code, while away 
from their homes or regular places of busi-
ness in the performance of the duties of the 
Board. 

(i) GUIDANCE; ANNUAL BUDGET.—(1) On be-
half of the President, the Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs shall 
provide guidance on policy to the Board. 

(2) The Executive Secretary of the Board, 
under the direction of the Chairperson of the 
Board and the Board, and acting in consulta-
tion with the Archivist of the United States, 
the Assistant to the President for National 
Security Affairs, and the Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget, shall pre-
pare the annual budget of the Board. 

( j) SUPPORT.—The Information Security 
Oversight Office may support the activities 
of the Board under this title. Such support 
shall be provided on a reimbursable basis. 

(k) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF RECORDS AND 
REPORTS.—(1) The Board shall make avail-
able for public inspection records of its pro-
ceedings and reports prepared in the course 
of its activities under this title to the extent 
such records and reports are not classified 
and would not be exempt from release under 
the provisions of section 552 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(2) In making records and reports available 
under paragraph (1), the Board shall coordi-
nate the release of such records and reports 
with appropriate officials from agencies with 
expertise in classified information in order 
to ensure that such records and reports do 
not inadvertently contain classified informa-
tion. 

(l) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN ADMINISTRA-
TIVE LAWS.—The provisions of the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) 
shall not apply to the activities of the Board 
under this title. However, the records of the 
Board shall be governed by the provisions of 
the Federal Records Act of 1950. 
SEC. 704. IDENTIFICATION, COLLECTION, AND 

REVIEW FOR DECLASSIFICATION OF 
INFORMATION OF ARCHIVAL VALUE 
OR EXTRAORDINARY PUBLIC INTER-
EST. 

(a) BRIEFINGS ON AGENCY DECLASSIFICATION 
PROGRAMS.—(1) As requested by the Board, 
or by the Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the Senate or the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the head of any agency with 
the authority under an Executive order to 
classify information shall provide to the 

Board, the Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the Senate, or the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the House of Rep-
resentatives, on an annual basis, a summary 
briefing and report on such agency’s progress 
and plans in the declassification of national 
security information. Such briefing shall 
cover the declassification goals set by stat-
ute, regulation, or policy, the agency’s 
progress with respect to such goals, and the 
agency’s planned goals and priorities for its 
declassification activities over the next 2 fis-
cal years. Agency briefings and reports shall 
give particular attention to progress on the 
declassification of records and materials 
that are of archival value or extraordinary 
public interest to the people of the United 
States. 

(2)(A) The annual briefing and report under 
paragraph (1) for agencies within the Depart-
ment of Defense, including the military de-
partments and the elements of the intel-
ligence community, shall be provided on a 
consolidated basis. 

(B) In this paragraph, the term ‘‘elements 
of the intelligence community’’ means the 
elements of the intelligence community 
specified or designated under section 3(4) of 
the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
401a(4)). 

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS ON AGENCY DECLAS-
SIFICATION PROGRAMS.—(1) Upon reviewing 
and discussing declassification plans and 
progress with an agency, the Board shall pro-
vide to the head of the agency the written 
recommendations of the Board as to how the 
agency’s declassification program could be 
improved. A copy of each recommendation 
shall also be submitted to the Assistant to 
the President for National Security Affairs 
and the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. 

(2) Consistent with the provisions of sec-
tion 703(k), the Board’s recommendations to 
the head of an agency under paragraph (1) 
shall become public 60 days after such rec-
ommendations are sent to the head of the 
agency under that paragraph. 

(c) RECOMMENDATIONS ON SPECIAL 
SEARCHES FOR RECORDS OF EXTRAORDINARY 
PUBLIC INTEREST.—(1) The Board shall also 
make recommendations to the President re-
garding proposed initiatives to identify, col-
lect, and review for declassification classi-
fied records and materials of extraordinary 
public interest. 

(2) In making recommendations under 
paragraph (1), the Board shall consider the 
following: 

(A) The opinions and requests of Members 
of Congress, including opinions and requests 
expressed or embodied in letters or legisla-
tive proposals. 

(B) The opinions and requests of the Na-
tional Security Council, the Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence, and the heads of other 
agencies. 

(C) The opinions of United States citizens. 
(D) The opinions of members of the Board. 
(E) The impact of special searches on sys-

tematic and all other on-going declassifica-
tion programs. 

(F) The costs (including budgetary costs) 
and the impact that complying with the rec-
ommendations would have on agency budg-
ets, programs, and operations. 

(G) The benefits of the recommendations. 
(H) The impact of compliance with the rec-

ommendations on the national security of 
the United States. 

(d) PRESIDENT’S DECLASSIFICATION PRIOR-
ITIES.—(1) Concurrent with the submission to 
Congress of the budget of the President each 
fiscal year under section 1105 of title 31, 
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United States Code, the Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget shall publish 
a description of the President’s declassifica-
tion program and priorities, together with a 
listing of the funds requested to implement 
that program. 

(2) Nothing in this title shall be construed 
to substitute or supersede, or establish a 
funding process for, any declassification pro-
gram that has been established or may be es-
tablished by the President by Executive 
order. 
SEC. 705. PROTECTION OF NATIONAL SECURITY 

INFORMATION AND OTHER INFOR-
MATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this title shall 
be construed to limit the authority of the 
head of an agency to classify information or 
to continue the classification of information 
previously classified by that agency. 

(b) SPECIAL ACCESS PROGRAMS.—Nothing in 
this title shall be construed to limit the au-
thority of the head of an agency to grant or 
deny access to a special access program. 

(c) AUTHORITIES OF DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE.—Nothing in this title shall be 
construed to limit the authorities of the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence as the head of 
the intelligence community, including the 
Director’s responsibility to protect intel-
ligence sources and methods from unauthor-
ized disclosure as required by section 
103(c)(6) of the National Security Act of 1947 
(50 U.S.C. 403–3(c)(6)). 

(d) EXEMPTIONS TO RELEASE OF INFORMA-
TION.—Nothing in this title shall be con-
strued to limit any exemption or exception 
to the release to the public under this title 
of information that is protected under sub-
section (b) of section 552 of title 5, United 
States Code (commonly referred to as the 
‘‘Freedom of Information Act’’), or section 
552a of title 5, United States Code (com-
monly referred to as the ‘‘Privacy Act’’). 

(e) WITHHOLDING INFORMATION FROM CON-
GRESS.—Nothing in this title shall be con-
strued to authorize the withholding of infor-
mation from Congress. 
SEC. 706. STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES. 

(a) LIAISON.—(1) The head of each agency 
with the authority under an Executive order 
to classify information and the head of each 
Federal Presidential library shall designate 
an employee of such agency or library to act 
as liaison to the Board for purposes of this 
title. 

(2) The Board may establish liaison and 
otherwise consult with such other historical 
and advisory committees as the Board con-
siders appropriate for purposes of this title. 

(b) LIMITATIONS ON ACCESS.—(1)(A) Except 
as provided in paragraph (2), if the head of an 
agency or the head of a Federal Presidential 
library determines it necessary to deny or 
restrict access of the Board, or of the agency 
or library liaison to the Board, to informa-
tion contained in a record or material, in 
whole or in part, the head of the agency or 
the head of the library shall promptly notify 
the Board in writing of such determination. 

(B) Each notice to the Board under sub-
paragraph (A) shall include a description of 
the nature of the records or materials, and a 
justification for the determination, covered 
by such notice. 

(2) In the case of a determination referred 
to in paragraph (1) with respect to a special 
access program created by the Secretary of 
Defense, the Director of Central Intelligence, 
or the head of any other agency, the notifi-
cation of denial of access under paragraph 
(1), including a description of the nature of 
the Board’s request for access, shall be sub-
mitted to the Assistant to the President for 

National Security Affairs rather than to the 
Board. 

(c) DISCRETION TO DISCLOSE.—At the con-
clusion of a declassification review, the head 
of an agency may, in the discretion of the 
head of the agency, determine that the 
public’s interest in the disclosure of records 
or materials of the agency covered by such 
review, and still properly classified, out-
weighs the Government’s need to protect 
such records or materials, and may release 
such records or materials in accordance with 
the provisions of Executive Order No. 12958 
or any successor order to such Executive 
order. 

(d) DISCRETION TO PROTECT.—At the con-
clusion of a declassification review, the head 
of an agency may, in the discretion of the 
head of the agency, determine that the inter-
est of the agency in the protection of records 
or materials of the agency covered by such 
review, and still properly classified, out-
weighs the public’s need for access to such 
records or materials, and may deny release 
of such records or materials in accordance 
with the provisions of Executive Order No. 
12958 or any successor order to such Execu-
tive order. 

(e) REPORTS.—(1)(A) Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Board shall annually sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report on the activities of the 
Board under this title, including summary 
information regarding any denials to the 
Board by the head of an agency or the head 
of a Federal Presidential library of access to 
records or materials under this title. 

(B) In this paragraph, the term ‘‘appro-
priate congressional committees’’ means the 
Select Committee on Intelligence and the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs of the 
Senate and the Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence and the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform of the House of Representa-
tives. 

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), notice 
that the Board has been denied access to 
records and materials, and a justification for 
the determination in support of the denial, 
shall be submitted by the agency denying 
the access as follows: 

(A) In the case of the denial of access to a 
special access program created by the Sec-
retary of Defense, to the Committees on 
Armed Services and Appropriations of the 
Senate and to the Committees on Armed 
Services and Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives. 

(B) In the case of the denial of access to a 
special access program created by the Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence, or by the head of 
any other agency (including the Department 
of Defense) if the special access program per-
tains to intelligence activities, or of access 
to any information and materials relating to 
intelligence sources and methods, to the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Senate 
and the Permanent Select Committee on In-
telligence of the House of Representatives. 

(C) In the case of the denial of access to a 
special access program created by the Sec-
retary of Energy or the Administrator for 
Nuclear Security, to the Committees on 
Armed Services and Appropriations and the 
Select Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate and to the Committees on Armed Serv-
ices and Appropriations and the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
House of Representatives. 
SEC. 707. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

Nothing in this title limits the protection 
afforded to any information under any other 
provision of law. This title is not intended 
and may not be construed to create any 

right or benefit, substantive or procedural, 
enforceable against the United States, its 
agencies, its officers, or its employees. This 
title does not modify in any way the sub-
stantive criteria or procedures for the classi-
fication of information, nor does this title 
create any right or benefit subject to judi-
cial review. 
SEC. 708. FUNDING. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out the provisions of this 
title amounts as follows: 

(1) For fiscal year 2001, $650,000. 
(2) For each fiscal year after fiscal year 

2001, such sums as may be necessary for such 
fiscal year. 

(b) FUNDING REQUESTS.—The President 
shall include in the budget submitted to Con-
gress for each fiscal year under section 1105 
of title 31, United States Code, a request for 
amounts for the activities of the Board 
under this title during such fiscal year. 
SEC. 709. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) AGENCY.—(A) Except as provided in sub-

paragraph (B), the term ‘‘agency’’ means the 
following: 

(i) An Executive agency, as that term is 
defined in section 105 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(ii) A military department, as that term is 
defined in section 102 of such title. 

(iii) Any other entity in the executive 
branch that comes into the possession of 
classified information. 

(B) The term does not include the Board. 
(2) CLASSIFIED MATERIAL OR RECORD.—The 

terms ‘‘classified material’’ and ‘‘classified 
record’’ include any correspondence, memo-
randum, book, plan, map, drawing, diagram, 
pictorial or graphic work, photograph, film, 
microfilm, sound recording, videotape, ma-
chine readable records, and other documen-
tary material, regardless of physical form or 
characteristics, that has been determined 
pursuant to Executive order to require pro-
tection against unauthorized disclosure in 
the interests of the national security of the 
United States. 

(3) DECLASSIFICATION.—The term ‘‘declas-
sification’’ means the process by which 
records or materials that have been classi-
fied are determined no longer to require pro-
tection from unauthorized disclosure to pro-
tect the national security of the United 
States. 

(4) DONATED HISTORICAL MATERIAL.—The 
term ‘‘donated historical material’’ means 
collections of personal papers donated or 
given to a Federal Presidential library or 
other archival repository under a deed of gift 
or otherwise. 

(5) FEDERAL PRESIDENTIAL LIBRARY.—The 
term ‘‘Federal Presidential library’’ means a 
library operated and maintained by the 
United States Government through the Na-
tional Archives and Records Administration 
under the applicable provisions of the Fed-
eral Records Act of 1950. 

(6) NATIONAL SECURITY.—The term ‘‘na-
tional security’’ means the national defense 
or foreign relations of the United States. 

(7) RECORDS OR MATERIALS OF EXTRAOR-
DINARY PUBLIC INTEREST.—The term ‘‘records 
or materials of extraordinary public inter-
est’’ means records or materials that—

(A) demonstrate and record the national 
security policies, actions, and decisions of 
the United States, including—

(i) policies, events, actions, and decisions 
which led to significant national security 
outcomes; and 
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(ii) the development and evolution of sig-

nificant United States national security 
policies, actions, and decisions; 

(B) will provide a significantly different 
perspective in general from records and ma-
terials publicly available in other historical 
sources; and 

(C) would need to be addressed through ad 
hoc record searches outside any systematic 
declassification program established under 
Executive order. 

(8) RECORDS OF ARCHIVAL VALUE.—The term 
‘‘records of archival value’’ means records 
that have been determined by the Archivist 
of the United States to have sufficient his-
torical or other value to warrant their con-
tinued preservation by the Federal Govern-
ment. 
SEC. 710. EFFECTIVE DATE; SUNSET. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This title shall take 
effect on the date that is 120 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) SUNSET.—The provisions of this title 
shall expire 4 years after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, unless reauthorized by 
statute. 
TITLE VIII—DISCLOSURE OF INFORMA-

TION ON JAPANESE IMPERIAL GOVERN-
MENT 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Japanese 

Imperial Government Disclosure Act of 
2000’’. 
SEC. 802. DESIGNATION. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) AGENCY.—The term ‘‘agency’’ has the 

meaning given such term under section 551 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(2) INTERAGENCY GROUP.—The term ‘‘Inter-
agency Group’’ means the Nazi War Crimes 
and Japanese Imperial Government Records 
Interagency Working Group established 
under subsection (b). 

(3) JAPANESE IMPERIAL GOVERNMENT 
RECORDS.—The term ‘‘Japanese Imperial 
Government records’’ means classified 
records or portions of records that pertain to 
any person with respect to whom the United 
States Government, in its sole discretion, 
has grounds to believe ordered, incited, as-
sisted, or otherwise participated in the ex-
perimentation on, and persecution of, any 
person because of race, religion, national ori-
gin, or political opinion, during the period 
beginning September 18, 1931, and ending on 
December 31, 1948, under the direction of, or 
in association with—

(A) the Japanese Imperial Government; 
(B) any government in any area occupied 

by the military forces of the Japanese Impe-
rial Government; 

(C) any government established with the 
assistance or cooperation of the Japanese 
Imperial Government; or 

(D) any government which was an ally of 
the Japanese Imperial Government. 

(4) RECORD.—The term ‘‘record’’ means a 
Japanese Imperial Government record. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF INTERAGENCY 
GROUP.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall designate the Working 
Group established under the Nazi War 
Crimes Disclosure Act (Public Law 105–246; 5 
U.S.C. 552 note) to also carry out the pur-
poses of this title with respect to Japanese 
Imperial Government records, and that 
Working Group shall remain in existence for 
3 years after the date on which this title 
takes effect. Such Working Group is redesig-
nated as the ‘‘Nazi War Crimes and Japanese 
Imperial Government Records Interagency 
Working Group’’. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.—Section 2(b)(2) of such 
Act is amended by striking ‘‘3 other persons’’ 
and inserting ‘‘4 other persons who shall be 
members of the public, of whom 3 shall be 
persons appointed under the provisions of 
this Act in effect on October 8, 1998.’’. 

(c) FUNCTIONS.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Interagency Group shall, to the greatest ex-
tent possible consistent with section 803—

(1) locate, identify, inventory, recommend 
for declassification, and make available to 
the public at the National Archives and 
Records Administration, all classified Japa-
nese Imperial Government records of the 
United States; 

(2) coordinate with agencies and take such 
actions as necessary to expedite the release 
of such records to the public; and 

(3) submit a report to Congress, including 
the Committee on Government Reform and 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the House of Representatives, and 
the Committee on the Judiciary and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate, describing all such records, the disposi-
tion of such records, and the activities of the 
Interagency Group and agencies under this 
section. 

(d) FUNDING.—There is authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this title. 
SEC. 803. REQUIREMENT OF DISCLOSURE OF 

RECORDS. 
(a) RELEASE OF RECORDS.—Subject to sub-

sections (b), (c), and (d), the Japanese Impe-
rial Government Records Interagency Work-
ing Group shall release in their entirety Jap-
anese Imperial Government records. 

(b) EXEMPTIONS.—An agency head may ex-
empt from release under subsection (a) spe-
cific information, that would—

(1) constitute an unwarranted invasion of 
personal privacy; 

(2) reveal the identity of a confidential 
human source, or reveal information about 
an intelligence source or method when the 
unauthorized disclosure of that source or 
method would damage the national security 
interests of the United States; 

(3) reveal information that would assist in 
the development or use of weapons of mass 
destruction; 

(4) reveal information that would impair 
United States cryptologic systems or activi-
ties; 

(5) reveal information that would impair 
the application of state-of-the-art tech-
nology within a United States weapon sys-
tem; 

(6) reveal United States military war plans 
that remain in effect; 

(7) reveal information that would impair 
relations between the United States and a 
foreign government, or undermine ongoing 
diplomatic activities of the United States; 

(8) reveal information that would impair 
the current ability of United States Govern-
ment officials to protect the President, Vice 
President, and other officials for whom pro-
tection services are authorized in the inter-
est of national security; 

(9) reveal information that would impair 
current national security emergency pre-
paredness plans; or 

(10) violate a treaty or other international 
agreement. 

(c) APPLICATIONS OF EXEMPTIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In applying the exemp-

tions provided in paragraphs (2) through (10) 
of subsection (b), there shall be a presump-
tion that the public interest will be served 
by disclosure and release of the records of 
the Japanese Imperial Government. The ex-

emption may be asserted only when the head 
of the agency that maintains the records de-
termines that disclosure and release would 
be harmful to a specific interest identified in 
the exemption. An agency head who makes 
such a determination shall promptly report 
it to the committees of Congress with appro-
priate jurisdiction, including the Committee 
on the Judiciary and the Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the House of Representatives. 

(2) APPLICATION OF TITLE 5.—A determina-
tion by an agency head to apply an exemp-
tion provided in paragraphs (2) through (9) of 
subsection (b) shall be subject to the same 
standard of review that applies in the case of 
records withheld under section 552(b)(1) of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(d) RECORDS RELATED TO INVESTIGATIONS OR 
PROSECUTIONS.—This section shall not apply 
to records—

(1) related to or supporting any active or 
inactive investigation, inquiry, or prosecu-
tion by the Office of Special Investigations 
of the Department of Justice; or 

(2) solely in the possession, custody, or 
control of the Office of Special Investiga-
tions. 
SEC. 804. EXPEDITED PROCESSING OF REQUESTS 

FOR JAPANESE IMPERIAL GOVERN-
MENT RECORDS. 

For purposes of expedited processing under 
section 552(a)(6)(E) of title 5, United States 
Code, any person who was persecuted in the 
manner described in section 802(a)(3) and who 
requests a Japanese Imperial Government 
record shall be deemed to have a compelling 
need for such record. 
SEC. 805. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The provisions of this title shall take ef-
fect on the date that is 90 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not ob-
ject, I yield to the gentleman from 
Florida so that he might explain more 
fully what he is requesting of the 
House. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
friend, the ranking member, for yield-
ing; and I would be happy to explain 
the request. 

As Members have just heard, the 
President vetoed the intelligence au-
thorization bill, H.R. 4392. In doing so, 
the President cited a single provision, 
the prohibition on unauthorized disclo-
sure of classified information, which 
we have just heard in the reading, as 
well intentioned but unacceptable in 
its current form. It is worth noting 
that the President accepted a share of 
the blame for the administration’s, and 
I quote, ‘‘failure to apprise the Con-
gress of the concerns’’ he expressed in 
his veto message as the bill was mak-
ing its way through the legislative 
process. 

But the veto message concludes by 
encouraging Congress to, and again I 
quote, ‘‘send me this bill with this pro-
vision deleted.’’ 

So at this late date, it is my belief 
that the best course of action is to do 
just that, to remove the one provision 
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and send the authorization back to the 
President for his signature. The bill be-
fore us, H.R. 5630, is identical to the 
version of H.R. 4392 that passed the 
House and the Senate on October 12 of 
this year with one major exception. 
The language, formerly section 304, 
prohibiting the unauthorized disclosure 
of classified information has been re-
moved in its entirety. 

All the other provisions remain the 
same. I would stress that it is my in-
tent that the provisions in H.R. 5630 be 
implemented in accordance with the 
recommendations contained in the con-
ference report that accompanied H.R. 
4392. 

Passage of H.R. 5630 by the House 
today would send the revised version of 
the fiscal year 2001 Intelligence Au-
thorization Act to the Senate for what 
I hope will be a speedy consideration 
and passage in that body. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DIXON), the ranking 
member, along with the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LEWIS), the vice 
chairman, our appropriator, for cospon-
soring H.R. 5630. I believe that all we 
want is to get this important bill back 
to the President for his signature. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, I yield to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
NADLER) for a colloquy with the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, one pro-
vision in this bill purports to expand 
the Nazi War Criminal Records Disclo-
sure Act to include war crimes com-
mitted by the Imperial Japanese dur-
ing World War II. The problem with 
this, as I see it, is that under title VIII 
of the bill, the CIA is given the power 
to exempt automatically all its oper-
ational files on Japanese war criminals 
from declassification. So it seems that 
the bill, or the conference report, sets 
up a double standard. CIA operational 
files relating to Nazi war crimes must 
be disclosed, but CIA operational files 
relating to Japanese war crimes may 
be absolutely shielded from disclosure. 

In addition to that, some people read 
title VIII as shielding Nazi war crimes 
operational files from disclosure as 
well since title VIII explicitly covers 
allies of Imperial Japan, and Nazi Ger-
many obviously was an ally of Imperial 
Japan. 

Now, I know that the intent of the 
sponsors of the bill and the intent of 
the bill is to expand the Nazi War 
Crimes Disclosure Act to cover Japa-
nese war crimes. I am somewhat con-
cerned that inadvertently it may be 
shielding operational files of the CIA 
with respect to Japanese war crimes 
and maybe even going so far as to 
shield that with respect to Nazi war 
crimes. I would ask the gentleman 
what he can tell me to assure me that 
obviously it is not the intent or that 
this is not the effect. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman from California will yield, I am 

very happy to confirm exactly that 
point. That is not the intent, to create 
a double standard. The intent was to 
create a uniformity of protection for 
classified information. We think we got 
it right. If it turns out that is wrong 
and there is something demonstrable, 
obviously we are prepared to go back 
and reaffirm our intent and make sure 
that that intent happens. There is no 
double standard. I think we discussed 
this not only in committee but in the 
discussion on the floor when we passed 
the bill. I think my comments are con-
sistent, and, I hope, helpful. 

Mr. NADLER. I thank the gentleman. 
I trust he will look into this because I 
am reflecting the concerns of one of 
the authors of the original Nazi War 
Crimes Disclosure Act, a former Mem-
ber of this body, Liz Holtzman, who 
sent me a memo on this and called my 
office about it. It does seem to give a 
shield to operational details of the CIA 
with respect to Japanese war crimes. I 
can think of no reason. I cannot imag-
ine that an American spy against 
Japan in World War II needs protection 
from disclosure at this point. If that 
were disclosed, he would probably be a 
hero. The Imperial Japanese are not 
looking for him at this point. So I hope 
that this will be looked into in con-
ference and corrected if need be. 

Mr. GOSS. If the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, I want to assure the 
gentleman that I believe this is a non-
problem. If it turns out I am wrong, 
and I do not think I will be, I will be 
certainly a part of the solution. 

Mr. NADLER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, further re-

serving the right to object, I believe it 
is important to underscore the point 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS) 
has made. It is certainly my expecta-
tion that the recommendations con-
tained in the Statement of Managers 
which accompanied the conference re-
port on H.R. 4392 will be accorded the 
same weight by the executive branch 
interpreting H.R. 5630 as would have 
been the case had H.R. 4392 been en-
acted. The Statement of Managers re-
flects the intent of Congress on how in-
telligence programs and activities au-
thorized for fiscal year 2001 are to be 
conducted.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 5630, 
the bill just considered and passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

f 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 5630, INTEL-
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that in the engrossment 
of the bill, H.R. 5630, the Clerk be au-
thorized to make such technical and 
conforming changes as may be nec-
essary. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
announces that he will postpone fur-
ther proceedings today on the motion 
to suspend the rules on which a re-
corded vote or the yeas and nays are 
ordered, or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 6 of rule XX. 

Any record vote on the postponed 
question will be taken tomorrow. 

f 

DIRECTING TREATMENT OF 
BOUNDARIES OF LAWRENCE 
COUNTY AIRPORT, COURTLAND, 
ALABAMA 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 5111) to direct the Administrator 
of the Federal Aviation Administration 
to treat certain property boundaries as 
the boundaries of the Lawrence County 
Airport Courtland, Alabama, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 5111

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. LAWRENCE COUNTY AIRPORT, 

COURTLAND, ALABAMA. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the air-

port located at Courtland, Lawrence County, 
Alabama (formerly known as the George C. 
Wallace Airport), the Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Administration shall treat 
as the boundaries of the airport property 
those boundaries shown on the airport lay-
out drawing produced by Garver, Inc., dated 
March 8, 1999, and approved by the Jackson 
Airport District Office of the Administra-
tion. 

(b) TREATMENT OF NONAIRPORT PROP-
ERTY.—The Administrator may not treat as 
airport property any real property not des-
ignated as airport property in the drawing 
referred to in subsection (a) regardless of 
whether such real property was designated 
as airport property at any time prior to 
March 8, 1999. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
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MCGOVERN) each will control 20 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN). 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
will be very brief. This bill would de-
clare that the boundaries of the airport 
in Lawrence County, Alabama, are the 
boundaries set forth in the airport lay-
out plan of March 8, 1999. 

The effect of this bill is to remove 
Federal use restrictions on about 200 
acres and let Lawrence County use the 
land to meet local needs. 

Originally, this property was part of 
a military air base. It was transferred 
to Alabama at the end of World War II. 
Alabama’s aeronautics commission ran 
the airport until 1980 when it sold it to 
TVA. The TVA, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, sold it to Lawrence County 
in 1985. 

Lawrence County applied for and re-
ceived an Airport Improvement Pro-
gram grant from the FAA in the late 
1980s. At that time it submitted an air-
port layout plan showing the bound-
aries of the airport as containing about 
600 acres. 

On March 8, 1999, the airport revised 
its airport layout plan. The revised 
plan showed the airport as containing 
only 414 acres. 

The FAA believes the 1980s airport 
layout plan, with 600 acres, controls. 
That is when the airport received its 
AIP grant from the FAA and promised 
to use its land only for airport pur-
poses. 

Generally, the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure vigor-
ously defends the need to preserve air-
port land. Last year, the Sub-
committee on Aviation held a hearing 
on this subject. And AIR 21 contains 
several procedural protections to help 
preserve our Nation’s airports. 

However, in this case the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. ADERHOLT) has 
made a strong case for the need for this 
change. He has shown that the airport 
really only requires 414 acres to handle 
the aviation needs of the community. 
Also, it is my understanding that the 
FAA now supports reducing the size of 
the airport to 414 acres, but it does not 
feel it can do so without this legisla-
tion. Moreover, the FAA had pre-
viously given the airport a release from 
the deed restrictions on this land. 

Therefore, for all these reasons, I 
support this bill and urge its passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
bill sponsored by the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. ADERHOLT), which di-
rects the FAA to use a revised March 8, 
1999, airport layout plan to determine 
the boundaries of the Lawrence County 
Airport, located in Courtland, Ala-
bama. However, this bill is based on a 

unique set of circumstances and should 
not be viewed as a precedent for divert-
ing revenues from the sale of airport 
property. 

In the late 1980s, a master plan for 
Lawrence County Airport prepared by 
the Industrial Development Board of 
Lawrence County included more air-
port property than was needed for the 
current and foreseeable requirements 
of the airport. Although the excess 
property was included in exhibits to 
Federal grant agreements as airport 
property, it was not material to any 
FAA decision to award Airport Im-
provement Program funds for the de-
velopment of the airport. In addition, 
the excess property was not included in 
the airport layout plan recently ap-
proved by the FAA. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill would confirm 
the boundaries of the airport shown on 
the airport layout plan approved by the 
FAA on March 8, 1999, and release the 
sponsor from the obligation to put the 
proceeds of sale for property not within 
the agreed boundaries of the airport 
into the airport account. 

Based on these unique circumstances, 
I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. ADERHOLT), the sponsor of 
this legislation.

b 1900 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, I 

would like to thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Chairman SHU-
STER); the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota Mr. OBERSTAR); 
and the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Chairman DUNCAN) for working with 
me to bring this bill for making a tech-
nical correction to the boundaries of 
the Lawrence County Airport to the 
floor this evening. 

Back in 1999, as it has been stated be-
fore, the FAA approved a revised lay-
out plan for the Lawrence County Air-
port in Courtland, Alabama, which 
states that the ownership and the man-
agement of the airport consists of ap-
proximately 414 acres. This plan has 
been approved by the FAA and the 
local industrial development board in 
Lawrence County, Alabama. 

The FAA subsequently uncovered a 
map submitted in 1989 with a grant ap-
plication for runway improvements 
showing the airport as consisting of ap-
proximately 600 acres. The additional 
acreage was incorporated into the 
grant application to accommodate an 
extension of the existing 5,000 foot run-
way to 7,000 feet each over a period of 
20 years. There is no need for aircraft 
which require a 7,000 foot in the area, 
and this plan has not proceeded. 

Due to the discrepancy between the 
old grant application and the FAA’s re-

vised layout plan, Lawrence County is 
not able to use the property. H.R. 5111 
makes technical and conforming 
changes that clarify that the 414 acre 
layout plan is in effect. 

Again, I would like it thank the 
chairman and the other members of the 
committee for their support, and ask 
my colleagues to support H.R. 5111.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I do not in-
tend to object to the bill sponsored by the 
Gentleman from Alabama, Mr. ADERHOLT, 
which directs the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion (FAA) to use a revised March 8, 1999 air-
port layout plan to determine the boundaries 
of the Lawrence County Airport, located in 
Courtland, Alabama. However, I want to make 
it clear that this bill should not be viewed as 
a precedent for diverting revenues from the 
sale of airport property. 

Since 1982, and in subsequent reauthoriza-
tion legislation, Congress has placed very 
strict conditions on the use of airport revenues 
to ensure that the revenues would be used 
primarily for airport purposes. In 1999, FAA 
issued its final revenue use policy, which 
states that any revenue from the sale of air-
port real property not acquired with Federal 
assistance will be considered airport revenue. 
Accordingly, the policy requires that the airport 
operator deposit the fair market value from the 
sale of the property into the airport account. 

In the situation at hand, a master plan for 
Lawrence County Airport prepared by the In-
dustrial Development Board of Lawrence 
County in the late 1980’s showed more airport 
property that was needed for the current and 
foreseeable requirements of the airport. The 
excess property was included in exhibits to 
Federal grant agreements as airport property, 
but was not material to any FAA decision to 
award Airport Improvement Program funds for 
the development of the airport. However, the 
FAA recently approved an airport layout plan 
allowing for limited commercial development 
on approximately 200 acres of land sur-
rounding the Lawrence County Airport. 

This bill would confirm the boundaries of the 
airport shown on the airport layout plan ap-
proved by the FAA on March 12, 1999, and 
release the sponsor from the obligation to put 
the proceeds of sale for property not within the 
agreed boundaries of the airport into the air-
port account. 

This narrow legislation is based on a unique 
set of circumstances and should not be con-
sidered a precedent for a change in the clear 
policy on use of airport revenues. I am strong-
ly supportive of requiring that proceeds from 
the sale or rental of airport property must be 
used for the capital and operating costs of the 
airport. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. DUNCAN) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 5111. 

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous remarks 
on H.R. 5111. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f 

ECONOMIC PROBLEMS AHEAD 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the financial 
markets are now nervously watching 
the impasse now reached in the Presi-
dential election. Many commentators 
have already claimed the most recent 
drop in the market is a consequence of 
the uncertainty about the outcome of 
the election. Although it would be a 
mistake to totally dismiss the influ-
ence of the election uncertainty as a 
factor in the economy, it must be made 
clear that the markets and the econ-
omy are driven by something much 
more basic. We know that the markets 
have been off significantly for the past 
several months, and this drop was not 
related in any way to the Presidential 
election. 

Confidence is an important factor in 
the way markets work, and certainly 
the confusion in the Presidential elec-
tion does not convey confidence to in-
vestors and to the rest of the world. 

Mises, the great 20th century econo-
mist, predicted decades before the fall 
of the Soviet system that socialism 
was unworkable and would collapse 
upon itself. Although he did not live to 
see it, he would not have been sur-
prised to witness the events of 1989 
with the collapse of the entire Com-
munist-Soviet system. Likewise, the 
interventionist-welfare system en-
dorsed by the West, including the 
United States, is unworkable. Even 
without the current problems in the 
Presidential election, signs of an im-
passe within our system were evident. 

Inevitably, a system that decides al-
most everything through pure democ-
racy will sharply alienate two groups, 
the producers and the recipients of the 
goods distributed by the popularly 
elected congresses. Our system is not 

only unfairly designed to take care of 
those who do not work, it also rewards 
the powerful and influential who can 
gain control of the government appa-
ratus. Control over government con-
tracts, the military industrial complex 
and the use of our military to protect 
financial interests overseas is worth 
great sums of money to the special in-
terests in power. 

Even though it is argued that there 
are huge budget surpluses in Wash-
ington, instead of budget compromise, 
a stalemate results. Each side wants 
even a greater share of the loot being 
distributed by the politicians. Even 
with the windfall revenues, no serious 
suggestion is made in Washington for 
cuts in spending. 

Instead of moving toward a market 
economy and less dependency on the 
Federal Government in the midst of 
this so-called ‘‘prosperity,’’ we con-
tinue to go in the other direction by 
internationalizing the interventionist-
welfare system. Planning-by-govern-
ment has gone international as the po-
litical power is delivered to organiza-
tions like the United Nations, the 
World Trade Organization, the Inter-
national Monetary Fund and the World 
Bank. Although in the early stages of 
interventionism and government plan-
ning, especially when a great deal of 
wealth is available for redistribution, 
it seems to enhance prosperity while 
prolonging the financial bubble on 
which the economy is dependent. The 
monetary system, both our domestic 
system as well as the international fiat 
system, plays a key role in the artifi-
cial prosperity based on inflated cur-
rencies as well as debt and speculation. 

The pretended goal of the economic 
planners has been economic fairness 
through redistribution of wealth, po-
litically correct social consciousness, 
and an all-intrusive government which 
becomes a responsibility for personal 
safety, health and education while per-
sonal responsibility is diminished. 

The goal of liberty has long been for-
gotten. The concentrated effort has 
been to gain power through the control 
of wealth with a scheme that pretends 
to treat everybody fairly. An impasse 
was destined to come, and already 
signs are present in our system of wel-
farism. This election in many ways po-
litically demonstrates this economic 
reality. The political stalemate re-
flects the stalemate that is developing 
in the economy. Both will eventually 
cause deep division and hardship. The 
real problem, the preserving of the free 
market and private property rights, if 
ignored, will only make things worse, 
because the only solution that will be 
offered in Washington will be more 
government intervention, increased 
spending, increase in monetary infla-
tion, more debt, greater military activ-
ity throughout the world, and priming 
the economic pump with more expendi-
tures for weapons we do not need. 

We have already seen signs of eco-
nomic troubles ahead. Although the 
Fed plans for only a slight slow down 
and a so-called ‘‘soft landing,’’ the cor-
rection from the monetary mischief of 
the last 10 years has already been de-
termined. Although the dollar cur-
rently remains strong, because other 
currencies are so weak, there is a limi-
tation on how long we can create new 
dollars without them being devalued. A 
weaker dollar will surely come in our 
not too distant future. Our huge cur-
rent account deficit and trade imbal-
ances warn us of that day. 

Government statistics continue to 
tell us that price inflation is not a 
problem, and when an inflation sta-
tistic comes out it does not like, it 
drops out food and energy and claims 
the number is totally benign. Ask any 
housewife, and they will tell you that 
the cost of living is going up steadily 
and much more rapidly than the gov-
ernment will admit.

We in the Congress should be prepared for 
lower revenues in the future since the reve-
nues received in the last couple of years were 
artificially created by a stock market that had 
skyrocketed due to the credit expansion by the 
Federal Reserve. These capital gains tax rev-
enues will soon disappear. 

The savings rates of the American people 
are now negative. Without savings, true capital 
investment cannot be maintained. Creation of 
credit out of thin air by the Fed was the origi-
nal problem so it surely can’t be the solution. 

Even in the midst of our great imaginary 
budgetary surpluses, there has been no effort 
to cut. Once the economy tends to slow and 
more problems are apparent, expenditures are 
going to soar not only because of future prob-
lems but because of the new programs re-
cently initiated. 

A huge financial bubble has been created 
by the GSEs, such as Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac. The $33 billion of shareholder 
equities in these two organizations has been 
leveraged into $1.07 trillion worth of assets—
a bubble waiting to be pricked. 

The Congress has reacted to all these 
events irresponsibly by increasing spending, 
increasing spending, increasing tax revenues, 
doing nothing to reduce regulations and being 
totally apathetic toward the dollar and mone-
tary policy. We in the Congress have a moral 
and constitutional obligation to protect the 
value of the dollar and to understand why it is 
so important to the economy that a central 
bank not be given the unbelievable power of 
inflating a currency at will and pretending that 
it knows how to find tune an economy through 
this counterfeit system of money. 

Rising interest rates in the high yield bond 
market is giving us an indication that a serious 
problem is just around the bend. Commercial 
debt was but $50 billion in 1994 and is now 
ten times higher now at $551 billion. The 
money supply is now growing at greater than 
a 10% rate and the derivatives market, al-
though difficult to calculate, probably exceeds 
$75 trillion. We also have consumer debt, 
which is at record highs and has not yet 
shown signs of slowing. The Dow Jones In-
dustrial Average stocks are now 5 times book 
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value, the highest in over a hundred years. 
There will come a day when most people 
come to realize the fraud associated with So-
cial Security and the inability for it to continue 
as currently managed. Rising oil and natural 
gas prices, it is argued, are not inflationary, 
yet they are playing havoc with the pocket-
books of most Americans. The economies of 
Asia, and in particular Japan, will not offer any 
assistance in dealing with the approaching 
storm in this country. Our foreign policy, which 
continues to obligate our support around the 
world, shows no signs of changing and will 
contribute to the crisis and possibly our bank-
ruptcy. 

What must we do? We should develop more 
sensible priorities. We must restore confidence 
in freedom and recognize how free markets 
can solve our problems. We must have more 
respect for the Rule of Law and demand that 
Congress, the Courts, and the President live 
within the Rule of Law and stop arbitrarily 
flaunting the Constitution. If the Constitution is 
to be changed, it should be changed slowly 
and deliberately as is permitted, but never by 
fiat. We must eventually reconsider the notion 
of the original constitutional Republic as de-
signed by our Founders. The monolithic cen-
tralized state was not the design nor is it sup-
ported by the Constitution. We were meant to 
have loose knit individual states with the 
states themselves managing their own affairs. 

The political impasse we now see with the 
election process along with the divisions in the 
House and Senate is surely related to the eco-
nomic and budgetary impasse that plagues 
Washington. Since interventionism (the 
planned welfare state) is unworkable and will 
fail, the surprising developments in this presi-
dential election will accelerate its demise. The 
two are obviously related. 

f 

ENSURING FAIRNESS AND 
JUSTICE IN ELECTIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, on November 7, 2000, some of 
the people were able to exercise their 
will. I believe that all of the people of 
this great Republic and great Nation 
should have that opportunity. Now we 
find ourselves, our eyes, the Nation’s 
eyes, the world’s eyes, on the great 
State of Florida. 

First, let me thank my colleagues, 
the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. 
MEEK), the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. HASTINGS), the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. BROWN), the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. WEXLER), and the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DEUTSCH) 
for their leadership, along with the 
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. 
FOWLER) in trying to explain to the 
American people what is happening in 
their great State. 

I think the real key has to be that we 
must listen to the people of that State, 
the people of Florida, and, although so 
many of us would want to cast our 
opinions and our viewpoints, it is time 

now to let their will be heard. I think 
it is a very strong will; and, if we 
watch what is going on in Florida, we 
will see that the first order of recount 
was driven by the law of the State of 
Florida. 

I was in Nashville, Tennessee, as the 
numbers began to crumble, and it was 
about 3 a.m. in the morning when the 
votes that were originally called for 
Governor Bush now deteriorated to 
just a difference of 569 votes between 
Vice President Gore and Governor 
Bush. So a recount was triggered, not 
by the Vice President or by the Gov-
ernor, but by the laws of the State of 
Florida. 

The recount was then further acti-
vated, if you will, by the laws of that 
State and the will of the people. They 
are asking that their recount be al-
lowed to proceed. I believe it is ex-
tremely difficult to address the con-
cerns of an accurate count without al-
lowing an accurate count to take place. 
There were ballot deficiencies and 
irregularities. There was the butterfly 
ballot that confused many of the vot-
ers. 

I have listened to the political pun-
dits and media pundits. I am offended 
by insulting and making fun of those 
individuals who say that they had dif-
ficulty. In fact, I have heard and under-
stand that many did ask, ‘‘could I get 
another ballot,’’ or try to determine 
whether that could happen, and, unfor-
tunately, in the rush of activities, they 
were told not. 

I believe in ‘‘we, the people,’’ and I 
think the focus should be on the people 
of Florida. I come from a county of 
about 1 million. 995,000 people voted in 
Harris County. We only discarded 6,000 
votes in Harris County, Texas. But yet, 
in this county in Florida, 19,000 ballots 
were discarded. That is, of course, an 
exception, an aberration, that should 
be addressed. 

I think it is unfair for the Secretary 
of State to demand that all be in by 5 
o’clock on tomorrow. That is not re-
sponding to the will of the people. Let 
their voices be heard. It is evident by 
the decision that was made by the Fed-
eral judge today that ruled against 
eliminating the recounting that the 
people of Florida want. The judge 
called the Republican argument seri-
ous, but turned them aside, saying it 
was a matter for the State, not Federal 
courts, to decide. 

Vice President GORE today said 
something that I think should apply 
reasonably to all of our thought proc-
esses. He said, ‘‘That is why I have be-
lieved from the start that, while time 
is important, it is even more important 
that every vote is counted and counted 
accurately.’’ 

There is no constitutional crisis here. 
Let us stop raising the ante. Let us 
stop spinning it so that people are in 
fear. I know there is a bit of humor 
around the world, but I believe we live 

in the greatest nation, and I am still 
proud of America. So let the world 
laugh a little bit. They always laugh at 
people they envy. Let us show them 
that, in the calm of day and night, we 
can quietly recount the votes and de-
termine who the next President of the 
United States will be. 

I tell you for one, supporting Vice 
President GORE, that I am willing to 
support whoever the new President is, 
and I would simply ask that person to 
represent all of us. 

It is a tragedy what is going on in the 
State of Florida with the arguing back 
and forth, making distinctions about 
the State of Illinois or the State of 
New Mexico. The key is that the State 
of Florida is in play. Those 25 votes 
will name the next President of the 
United States, so it is there in the 
State of Florida where we should be 
most accurate with the votes. 

Frankly, those voters deserve the 
right to be heard; and they deserve the 
right to have the questions answered 
about irregularities in the balloting, of 
being turned away, of being stopped, as 
they will. 

I would ask the Secretary of State of 
that particular great State that she 
should listen to the people of the State. 
Does Governor Bush want Republican 
counties to be counted? I have no prob-
lem with that. I believe in fairness and 
justice, and if those counties can be re-
counted, then so be it. Yes, there will 
be further tests when the votes come in 
from the absentee balloting, and I be-
lieve that will be an added addition. 

Mr. Speaker, I would simply hope 
that we allow the will of the people to 
be heard in their totality.

f 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I make a 

point of order. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman will state his point of order. 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, is it not ap-

propriate under the rules of the House 
that those in the gallery not express 
their favor or disfavor to a statement 
on the floor by a Member? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is correct. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, could the 
Chair remind those in the gallery that 
that is inappropriate; that they are 
represented in the House by their rep-
resentative, and they should not ex-
press their opinion for or against state-
ments made on the floor? 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind all persons in the 
gallery that they are here as guests of 
the House, and that any manifestation 
of approval or disapproval of pro-
ceedings or other audible conversation 
is in violation of the rules of the 
House.
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IMMEDIATE PASSAGE OF D.C. AP-
PROPRIATION BILL CRITICAL 
FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I come to 
the floor this evening to make an ur-
gent request of this body. This body 
may be about to go out until December 
5. If it does so without passing the D.C. 
appropriation, we are putting the cap-
ital of the United States in mortal dan-
ger. 

The District appropriation was 
passed 3 weeks ago. It is being held up 
now as a vehicle for the Commerce-
Justice bill. I appreciate the conversa-
tions I have had with Members and 
their staffs and the way in which the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) and 
the way in which apparently the Sen-
ate is willing to release the D.C. appro-
priation. We found a way for the D.C. 
appropriation to be freed, while leaving 
the status quo in place as if it contin-
ued to be a vehicle to carry over the 
Commerce-Justice bill. That is the 
only reason it is being held. 

Mr. Speaker, the crisis we face now is 
not only that this is a living, breathing 
city that cannot start any new pro-
grams; there is a special crisis. We face 
the possible closing of our city hos-
pital, D.C. General, and its public clin-
ics. The reason is that although the 
District can move around money to 
form a new, smaller hospital, the 
money for the transition costs, includ-
ing the costs of severance pursuant to 
layoffs mandated in the appropriation 
bill, cannot, in fact, take place until 
the appropriation bill is passed. If we 
wait until December 5, we will be ap-
proaching the date when the hospital 
must close because it has run out of 
money. 

Mr. Speaker, I am asking this House, 
before we go home, to release the D.C. 
appropriation. Nothing would be lost in 
freeing the D.C. appropriation, because 
the D.C. appropriation could be passed 
as a CR by reference, and that would 
leave the D.C. appropriation as it is 
now, except, in effect, it would slide 
from under its present vehicle and be 
passed as a bill, while the present situ-
ation of a vetoable D.C.-Commerce-
Justice bill would remain. I know that 
sounds like gobbledegook; but in fact 
that is the way it would occur. The sta-
tus quo would remain; but in fact, the 
appropriation would pass, because the 
CR would remain there as if our appro-
priation had not passed. 

I appreciate that there has been con-
siderable movement by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY), by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS), and 
by Senator STEVENS to be helpful; and 
I have spoken with the gentleman from 

Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), and he appears 
to believe that the Commerce-Justice-
D.C. bill could be passed or, indeed, 
signed by the President. I have spoken 
with Jack Lew. Jack Lew informs me 
that surely the House must know that 
that bill will be vetoed. I do not know 
what it is that makes the Speaker be-
lieve that this is a nonvetoable bill, be-
cause that is what he has told me, that 
it contains at least some of what the 
President wants; but I am informed by 
the White House that most of the rea-
son that this bill was vetoed remains, 
and it will continue to be vetoed. 

Mr. Speaker, I am asking that the 
District be extracted from this mess. I 
recognize that if, in extracting us, 
some change that the House wanted 
not to make would be a sacrifice; but 
in fact, no such change is required on 
our part, because we found a technical 
way out for the District of Columbia, 
while leaving the situation as if the 
same vetoable bill was there. 

There is lots to lose here for the Dis-
trict. Not only do we have all new pro-
grams, but also imagine trying to run 
a city 6 weeks into the appropriation 
year without being able to do urgent 
things like hire 175 new police officers, 
88 new fire officers, without being able 
to hire social workers necessary for 
children in foster care. We have had a 
child killed this year in foster care be-
cause there were not enough social 
workers. Imagine not being able to give 
money to five new charter schools, 
charter schools that the Congress has 
asked us to pass; and finally, imagine 
what will happen if the hospital closes 
and we have no way to move money 
around to keep it open or to pay even 
for the transport of sick people so that 
they can be cared for in another hos-
pital. 

Mr. Speaker, a way has to be found; 
and I ask that this House not go home 
tomorrow before that way is found.

f 

THE FLORIDA FIASCO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
joined tonight in this 5-minute Special 
Order with the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA) who, of course, has been 
very involved with this Florida situa-
tion. I wanted to just start out the 
evening to ask him, what is the gentle-
man’s home county? 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I represent 
Volusia County, Orange County, and 
Seminole County, just above Orlando, 
in central Florida. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I think 
we are all learning where all the coun-
ties in Florida are located. Let me ask 
the gentleman this: Does the gen-
tleman use the butterfly ballot in his 
county? 

Mr. MICA. No, we do not. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, what 
kind does the gentleman use? 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, we use a 
simple ballot in which you have an 
arrow with a space in-between and you 
connect the lines. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Now, the purpose of 
the butterfly ballot is what? 

Mr. MICA. Well, the purpose of the 
ballot is the same as the ballot that we 
have; but let me tell the gentleman 
from Georgia, I sat in on the review of 
the ballots in Seminole County, Flor-
ida; and I have never in my life seen 
more ways to check a ballot in my life. 
It seems like a simple process to con-
nect the lines, but people circle them, 
they X them, they cross from one to 
the other, and that is part of the prob-
lem we get into with some of these bal-
lots. There are mistakes, and people 
submit improper completion of ballots, 
whether they are in my area or in 
Palm Beach County. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, we 
keep hearing about these 19,000 ballots 
that were thrown out. A point of clari-
fication. Actually, those are only the 
number of ballots that were discarded, 
people who did do their ballot wrong to 
step out and say, I messed up, could 
you give me another one, that ballot 
gets thrown in this discarded bin and 
then they go back in there, and they 
could do that four or five times. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is correct. In fact, in Duval 
County, which is Jacksonville, they 
had over 20,000 ballots that were dis-
carded, a higher number with a lower 
population and lower voting number. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. So Duval 
County, 26,000 were thrown out. Are the 
Gore people working Duval? I have not 
heard of the Reverend Jackson going 
down there. 

Mr. MICA. No, but if we get into 
these court-ordered recounts, we can 
go on. We have 67 counties to choose 
from, and we can continue this for 
some time. 

We see some of the problem, particu-
larly this subjective evaluation of bal-
lots after they have been counted sev-
eral times. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I think 
it is important to point out that in 
Palm Beach County, in 1996, 15,000 bal-
lots were in the same situation. 

Mr. MICA. The gentleman is correct. 
Mr. KINGSTON. In 1996, 15,000, and 

this year, 19,000. Duval County, which 
leads Republican, actually 26,000. 

We have, Mr. Speaker, a copy of the 
actual ballot that was used in Palm 
Beach County, Florida, and here it is. I 
will tell my colleagues, I know people 
get confused. However, when we think 
about Veteran’s Day just passing and 
all of the people who have sacrificed 
their lives and died and been injured 
for the freedom of our country, one 
would think that the American elec-
torate would at least take their time 
to fill out their ballot right and not do 
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a lot of whining if they made a mis-
take. Here we have an arrow, George 
Bush for President; arrow, Patrick Bu-
chanan, an arrow; and I understand it 
is absolutely legal to have the names 
on the right hand and the left-hand 
side of the arrow. AL GORE, an arrow. 
David McReynolds, an arrow, 6, 7; 
Harry Brown, an arrow. 

I am really confused, Mr. Speaker, as 
to why this is so hard for people to un-
derstand. But then again, I know we 
get rushed on Election Day and people 
are entitled to make a mistake; but 
that is why they simply just walk out, 
say I made an error, I filled out the 
wrong arrow, give me another ballot; 
and that is what has, in fact, happened. 
I would ask the gentleman if that is 
not right. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, that is, in 
fact, what happened, not only in Palm 
Beach County, but in all of the 67 coun-
ties across Florida, that there were 
large numbers of ballots thrown out. 
Under our laws in Florida, one cannot 
vote for two people. Under our laws in 
Florida, one must indicate who one’s 
choice is on the appropriate ballot. We 
have many different formats of ballots 
throughout the State. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I un-
derstand, however, ironically, that Mr. 
GORE’s political operative here, Wil-
liam Daley, whose father, Richard 
Daley was notorious for ballot fraud, 
that is the word for it, in Cook County, 
Illinois, for so many years, his son, and 
I am not saying it is like father, like 
son, although others have; but his son 
is down here on behalf of Mr. GORE as 
his point man; and yet this is the same 
type ballot that they have in Illinois; 
is that not true? 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, that is cor-
rect.

f 

MORE ON THE FLORIDA FIASCO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON), and maybe he could remain. 

I just want to go over a few points 
today. I would say to my colleagues 
that we do have an incredible process 
in our country. We all get to partici-
pate. Election day is an exciting day, 
and no American can be denied access 
to the ballot box under our laws. We 
want to make sure that everyone has 
equal access to the ballot. 

There has been a great deal of confu-
sion. Some of it has of course been in 
my State, even in my locale in central 
Florida. I have just returned from ob-
serving some of the process. In the 
Florida House of Representatives, I 
served on the ethics and elections com-
mittee and helped write some of the 
laws that we now work under, and 
some have been changed since I left 

there and came to Congress some years 
ago. But basically, under the laws of 
this State of Florida, and under the 
laws and the Constitution of the 
United States, there is one date set 
aside for the election of the President 
of the United States. Just look at arti-
cle 2 of the Constitution and it is there, 
the method for electing the President. 
We all cast our ballots on that date. 

In Florida, there was a vote taken, 
and the results of that vote are public 
record, and it is all submitted through 
the supervisor of elections to the State 
Secretary of State. In a close election, 
Florida law provides that where there 
is one-half of 1 percent difference, that 
there is an automatic recount. Neither 
side has to ask for a recount; a recount 
is ordered. 

So in Florida we had under the Con-
stitution and State laws a legal, valid 
election in which Governor Bush led. 
We had a recount. The Secretary of 
State gave them until Thursday at 5 
p.m., last Thursday at 5 p.m., each 
county the right and obligation to sub-
mit a recount, and each one was to 
conduct that, and I believe the Sec-
retary of State even gave some extra 
time. In my county, we stayed up until 
4 a.m. in the morning, and we were the 
last, Seminole County, to report. All 67 
counties in a recount reported under 
the laws of the State of Florida in 
proper order. Now we have gotten into 
recounts of the general election, re-
counts of the recount, and we are into 
this sort of fuzzy area. 

Mr. Speaker, the law, and it has 
changed since I was in the legislature, 
allows for manual counts; but unfortu-
nately, there are no guidelines for this. 
So what I saw over the weekend in 
these manual counts, even in Volusia 
County, is sort of disorganized; I do not 
want to say chaos, but it is sort of re-
counting the second time by the seat of 
your pants.

b 1930 
And it is somewhat subjective. That 

is what we do not want in this case. We 
have two valid counts, and that is what 
we need to take. 

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
KINGSTON) pointed out that in Palm 
Beach County there were some 16,000 
invalid ballots. We have also docu-
mented throughout the State, almost 
in every county we had invalid counts. 

So we have two counts. Tomorrow 
the Secretary of State, Katherine Har-
ris, has very appropriately said she is 
going to abide by the law of the State 
of Florida. That is, by 5 p.m. they will 
certify a count. The three members of 
our State Canvassing Board, the Sec-
retary of State, now the Commissioner 
of Agriculture since the Governor 
recused himself, and one other elec-
tions official will serve as the can-
vassing board, and at 5 p.m. those will 
be the votes that are counted. 

Courts can extend this. They may 
very well do this. But the ultimate de-

cision is up to those three individuals 
who will be the State certifiers. 

Finally, let me just make one other 
point. The only other ballots that will 
be counted when all this is said and 
done, according, also, to law, and we 
must adhere to law, are the overseas 
ballots, which must be in by Friday at 
close of business. 

All the rest of this, dragging people 
in from Chicago, Reverend Jackson 
from wherever he comes from, and all 
these other folks, is just in fact a 
sham, and it sort of insults the process. 
I am sorry to see that so many people 
have ganged in here. We need to follow 
the law and the procedures, and we will 
elect a president. 

f 

SOCIAL SECURITY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

PEASE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) 
is recognized for 37 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. KINGSTON) to finish off his 
comments. 
VOTE COUNTING PROCEDURES IN FLORIDA IN THE 

PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I want-

ed to ask the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA), through the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. SMITH), I wanted to 
ask, the Governor has recused himself. 
Jeb Bush, Governor of Florida, since he 
is George Bush’s brother, the Presi-
dent-elect, almost, he has taken him-
self out of this. 

I know there are a number of judges 
who have donated to the Gore cam-
paign. Now, I think it is obvious every-
body involved probably has voted for 
one candidate or the other. A few may 
have voted for the third-party can-
didates, but generally speaking, most 
people in all of these rooms will have 
voted for Bush or GORE, so that is a 
given. 

But I noticed there was a judge 
named I think LePore, another one 
named Kroll, all had given generously 
to the Gore campaign. Have they also 
taken themselves out or recused them-
selves? 

Mr. MICA. I would tell the gen-
tleman, Mr. Speaker, I do not know if 
they have. Unfortunately, this adds 
more questions to this whole process 
going on in Florida. 

People want a fair count. They want 
all the votes counted. As I said, we had 
on election night a ballot that was 
valid, at least under the requirements 
of the congressional and constitutional 
law and, again, the State of Florida 
law. We had a recount as ordered by 
the State of Florida in a close election. 
That is an official recount. Each coun-
ty had to certify those votes. 

We are now getting into a very 
murky area with, again, these re-
counts. Some of them I think to date 
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have shown in favor of Governor Bush, 
and some are yet to be tallied. That is 
not the question. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Reclaiming 
my time, Mr. Speaker, it is interesting 
that I was getting my plane ticket to 
come back to Washington, and to get 
the plane ticket, I gave my ID at the 
counter. She saw I was a Congressman. 
She asked if I was a Republican or 
Democrat. The young lady said, ‘‘These 
Democrats are crybabies.’’ 

But it is more than that. I think it is 
a serious situation, as we start ques-
tioning the electoral process. We are 
now on the third count of these ballots. 
With these ballots, my County Clerk 
said if we handle them, run them 
through the voting machine so many 
times, they start falling out in those 
little keypunch holes. They are almost 
indiscernible and impossible to read. 

When we saw on the television cam-
eras people holding them up to the 
light, trying to discern what was the 
intent of the voter, I think if we do 
this in one locality not only is it unfair 
to the rest of the counties in the State 
of Florida, but certainly it is unfair to 
all of the voters in the United States. 
Some people were kept from the voting 
booth because of weather. Should they 
have another opportunity? 

I guess I am concerned that this does 
not become a sore loser situation that 
is going to continue to take their con-
test to the courts. Once we get the 
courts involved, it is going to be very 
difficult. 

I yield to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. STEARNS).

Mr. STEARNS. I thank my colleague 
for yielding, Mr. Speaker. 

The point I just wanted to make, and 
I think it is probably clear from this 
conversation, if we are going to re-
count in a Democrat county and the 
Democrats by a two-to-one margin de-
cided they wanted to do a third re-
count, then what about a recount in all 
the other 67 counties, as my colleague, 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA), 
has indicated? 

I think that was pointed out in the 
editorial this morning in the Wash-
ington Post, that basically that is not 
fair just to go into Democrat counties, 
and these are very heavily Democratic 
districts, counties, and recount these 
votes, and not go into all the other 
ones, particularly the Republicans, as 
we have mentioned. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Four Demo-
crat counties, mostly Democratic offi-
cials supervising these elections. 

Mr. STEARNS. All Democrats super-
vising elections, and then we go to a 
Democratic-appointed judge to verify 
it. 

I represent Duval County, which 
went two-to-one for Governor Bush, 
and in that county they have a lot of 
the same questions. 

We have to, in the end, question this 
recount as a delaying tactic. We have 

already recounted twice in Florida. I 
do not think we should do it again. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. MICA. If the gentleman will yield 
further, one of the things that concerns 
me about getting into this subjective 
third and in some instances fourth 
count is they are taking a ballot, hold-
ing the ballot up, and it may be 
marked for all Democrat members of 
different offices or officeholders on the 
Democrat side, and subjectively saying 
that since they voted for all and they 
did not vote for President, this must be 
a mistake, and count that in the Demo-
crat column. 

Now, that is not fair if they are doing 
it for a Republican or for a Democrat. 

The other thing, too, I am concerned 
about is the judge-shopping. They are 
going out to find judges to come up 
with a decision that they like, but at 
some point this must stop. Florida law 
requires that at 5 p.m. tomorrow, and I 
am glad to see that our Secretary of 
State Harris is enforcing that law, that 
that ends the process. 

We have had a period for a general 
election, as required by law; a recount, 
which was done in every one of the 67 
counties; and some additional recounts 
which have already been done and also 
submitted. But to drag this on and on, 
tampering with the ballots, coming up 
with a subjective interpretation, or 
standing out on the street yelling ‘‘My 
vote wasn’t counted’’ or ‘‘My vote 
should have been counted.’’ 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. To define 
the word ‘‘subjective’’, it originally 
started to figure out what was the in-
tent of the voter. 

The good news, I think, is that we are 
going to end up with the whole country 
reviewing their election system. We 
are going to end up with consideration 
and reviews and hearings here in Con-
gress of how can we assure that when 
individuals vote, that they are going to 
have their vote counted. 

Also, there is a law in Florida, like 
most States, that says there is a re-
sponsibility on the part of the voter: 
that that voter has to consider the so-
lemnity of the occasion in deciding 
how careful they are in that vote. 

We cannot help but wonder, as we 
view some of the demonstrators out 
there, when did they decide that they 
voted wrong? If they decided when they 
were still in the booth, they had a 
chance to redo that vote. So in many 
occasions, it did not seem like the 
demonstrators started coming out and 
they were organized until after it was 
identified as a close election. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I have re-
ceived information that these dem-
onstrators were paid, a PR firm was 
paid to make calls to get them out to 
start stirring this up. It is unfortunate 
it is being done in this manner. It is 
unfortunate because a lot of people 
voted with great sincerity, with great 
devotion to candidates on both sides. 

It is also unfortunate because it will 
further divide this country, and more 
than anything, this country needs to be 
unified. We should not be pitting the 
young against the old, the rich against 
the poor, one social class or ethnic 
class against another, we should be 
bringing people together. 

There will be, no matter how this is 
resolved, 50 percent, because this is a 
close election, of the people who will be 
disappointed. But we must have a proc-
ess that adheres to the law, the law of 
the State of Florida and under the Con-
stitution of the United States. We can-
not make a mockery out of the process. 
Otherwise, not only will we have dis-
appointment, we will have disillusion-
ment with the system. That is what we 
do not want. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield to the gentleman from Flor-
ida if the gentleman wanted to make a 
final comment. 

Mr. STEARNS. I thank my colleague. 
My only point is that we still have the 
overseas ballots for Florida. They will 
be in and counted by the 17th, this Fri-
day, I believe. 

With that in mind, I think all we 
should do now is let us wait for the 
final count on the overseas ballots. 
That will determine Florida’s 25 elec-
toral votes. Then we will be fully ap-
praised of who the winner is of this 
presidential election. 

I think we should move forward with 
dispatch and, as the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MICA) and the gentleman 
have pointed out, we could have end-
less legal battles. That is not in the 
best interest of this country. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I thank the 
gentleman for his comments. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to spend a 
few minutes talking about social secu-
rity. I was concerned during the presi-
dential campaign that there was a lot 
of misinformation that went out. I am 
particularly concerned at some of what 
I would call demagoguing, as there 
were scare tactics frightening seniors 
that the other candidate might be ruin-
ing social security and disrupting its 
future, not only for the kind of benefits 
they might get, but for what kind of 
consequences might evolve to current 
workers in this country. 

It seemed appropriate to do a brief 
review of what social security is, how 
it works, what the problems are, the 
insolvency situation, and some of the 
ways that we can keep social security 
solvent over the long run. 

This first chart shows the future defi-
cits after the year 2015. The little blue 
in the top left-hand corner shows the 
increased social security revenue, be-
cause taxes were increased in the 1993, 
the 1983 decision, and taxes were in-
creased so high that it is bringing in 
more social security revenues than is 
needed to pay for current benefits.

I think it is good to remind ourselves 
that social security is a pay-as-you-go 
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program. Workers in America pay their 
taxes in. By the end of the week, those 
taxes are sent out in benefits to cur-
rent retirees. So it is sort of like a 
Ponzi game. 

But the consequences of the future 
without doing this, if we put off this 
decision, if we do not make decisions, 
then we are faced with future deficits 
that, in the words of Alan Greenspan, 
equal an unfunded liability of $9 tril-
lion. That compares to our current 
budget of $1.8 trillion a year. 

If we were to come up with that $9 
trillion, it would have to be invested in 
a savings account having a real return 
of at least 6.7 percent interest, a real 
return over inflation of 6.7 percent in-
terest, to accommodate this red por-
tion. 

The red portion represents how much 
additional money will be needed in ad-
dition to the social security taxes com-
ing in for those particular years. 

I think it is important that we dwell 
on the fact that payroll taxes have just 
kept rising over the past. In the year 
2000, we had a 15.3 payroll tax. As we 
see, in 1950, we started around 31⁄2 per-
cent. The consequences of not doing 
anything are either going to mean a 
tax increase or benefit cuts or substan-
tial increase in borrowing. 

The leading economists suggest that 
to borrow that $9 trillion today is 
going to represent, listen to this, $120 
trillion in tomorrow’s dollars that we 
are going to need to come up with in 
addition to social security tax reve-
nues. So let us not put this load on our 
kids and our grandkids, or even on 
young workers today. 

Social security began in 1935, and 
when Franklin Delano Roosevelt cre-
ated the social security program over 6 
decades ago, he wanted it to feature a 
private sector component to build re-
tirement income. Social security, in all 
of the literature, as I have researched 
the archives, it was to be one leg of a 
three-legged stool, so that you would 
also have personal savings accounts 
and private pension plans to go along 
with the social security benefits. 

It is interesting, going into the ar-
chives, Mr. Speaker, that when these 
decisions were made in 1935, the Sen-
ate, on two votes, voted that an option 
should be there to allow individuals to 
have their own private investments 
that could be invested by them, could 
only be used for retirement, like as a 
substitute for a government-run pro-
gram. But in conference committee, 
the decision was made to make it to-
tally a pay-as-you-go government pro-
gram.

b 1945 

Because of some of the problems we 
are running into in terms of fewer 
workers trying to pay their tax in to 
accommodate more and more retirees, 
Social Security has been deemed insol-
vent, and there will not be enough 

money there to keep Social Security 
going in the future without some 
changes, unless we do something. It is 
a system that is stretched to its limit. 

Mr. Speaker, 78 million baby boomers 
begin retiring in 2008. The baby 
boomers are that gang of youngsters 
born right after World War II. Social 
Security spending exceeds tax revenues 
starting in 2015. So we run out of this 
huge tax increase that we put on Amer-
ican workers in 1983. And starting in 
2015, we are going to have to come up 
with more money from someplace; and 
that is the real crux of the problem. 
Where do we get that money? 

That is the problem of Social Secu-
rity. How do you come up with that ad-
ditional money? Social Security trust 
funds technically go broke in 2037, but 
the trust funds are a ledger. They are a 
bunch of IOUs that says Government 
owes Social Security this $800 billion, 
that is what the IOU amounts to today. 

But the question still is, where do we 
come up with that money once there is 
less tax revenues coming. You have 
three choices. The three choices to 
come up with that money, and it 
makes no difference whether there is a 
trust fund or whether this Congress 
simply keeps its commitment to keep 
Social Security going. Number one, 
and the one that is very dangerous in 
terms of its impact on the economy 
and workers, is yet again, we increase 
taxes on the workers. Number two, we 
reduce benefits or other government 
spending. Number three, is you borrow 
that $120 trillion from the public. 

So our debt of this country goes up 
substantially. And according to the 
economist, that kind of borrowing 
would be so disruptive to this economy 
that it would seriously be a negative 
impact on the kind of wage that Amer-
icans earn. 

I think it is important to point out 
that insolvency is certain. It is not 
some guys with green eye shades out 
there making rough estimates. We 
know how many Americans there are, 
and we know when they are going to 
retire. We know that people will live 
longer in retirement. We know how 
much they are going to pay in, and we 
know how much they will take out. 

Payroll taxes will not cover benefits 
starting in 2015 and the shortfalls will 
add up to $120 trillion between 2015 and 
2075. I might say Barry is helping me. 
Barry Pump is helping me from the 
State of Iowa. 

The coming Social Security crisis or 
pay-as-you-go retirement system will 
not meet the challenge of the demo-
cratic change. I talked a little bit 
about the reduced number of workers. 
This sort of depicts where we are going 
in terms of the number of workers that 
are asked to reach into their pockets 
and pay out their Social Security tax 
to accommodate every single retiree. 

Back in 1940, we had 38 workers that 
we could divide the costs up between 

and among; and those 38 workers, back 
in 1940, paid in their taxes to accommo-
date each one retiree. Today, it is down 
to three workers. Within the next 25 
years, the estimate is that it will be 
down to two workers paying in their 
Social Security tax for every one re-
tiree. That means yet again, without 
some modifications to the program, we 
are going to end up substantially in-
creasing taxes or cutting other spend-
ing or substantially increasing bor-
rowing; and that is why I think it is so 
important that one aspect of the 
changes that need to be made is to get 
a better return on the money that is 
being sent in by workers and taxpayers 
today. 

The average retiree gets 1.9 percent 
back on the money in taxes that they 
and their employer send in; 1.9 percent 
real return they can get. And we can do 
better than that on a CD account. The 
question then becomes how do you 
make the transition? There is no So-
cial Security account with your name 
on it. 

As I have made speeches around the 
country and in Michigan, there are a 
lot of people that think somehow there 
is an entitlement, somehow there is an 
account with their name on it, and it is 
adding up benefits and there is some 
kind of investment where they are as-
sured of a return. 

This is a quotation from the Office of 
Management and Budget, the Presi-
dent’s own Office of Management and 
Budget, and I quote them, ‘‘these trust 
fund balances are available to finance 
future benefit payments and other 
trust fund expenditures, but, but only 
in a bookkeeping sense their claims on 
the Treasury that when redeemed will 
have to be financed by raising taxes, 
borrowing from the public or reducing 
benefits or other expenditures.’’ 

It is interesting also, and I might 
comment that the Supreme Court now 
on two decisions has said that there is 
no entitlement to Social Security ben-
efits. That the taxes you pay in are not 
related to in any way to some kind of 
a guarantee that you will receive bene-
fits. 

Taxes are simply a tax that the 
United States Congress and the Presi-
dent have decided to tax workers. Ben-
efits are simply a benefit for retirees 
that Congress and the President have 
decided to give senior citizens. 

There is another misconception that 
economic growth is somehow going to 
help Social Security. Not so. Social Se-
curity benefits are indexed to wage 
growth. Wage growth goes up faster 
than inflation, so benefits for retirees 
are going up faster than inflation. 

I have introduced three Social Secu-
rity bills now that have been scored by 
the Social Security Administration to 
keep Social Security solvent. I was 
named chairman of a bipartisan task 
force on Social Security. And so for the 
last 3 years, we have been looking into 
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and studying what needs to be done 
with Social Security. What are the 
problems? What are the consequences? 
And how do we correct it? 

In my bill, one way to slow down the 
increase for higher income retirees is 
do away with wage inflation and 
change it to simple inflation based on 
economic inflation. When the economy 
grows, workers pay more in taxes but 
will also earn more in benefits when 
they retire, because what you pay in 
taxes, what your earnings are directly 
related to what you are going to get in 
benefits.

You add to that wage inflation in-
stead of traditional inflation, and we 
see benefits going up more than what is 
going to be paid in in the short run 
simply because of more people having a 
job and more people having higher in-
comes. So in the long run, a stronger 
economy does not solve the Social Se-
curity problem. You end up with a hole 
later on, and that is what this says. 

Growth makes the numbers look bet-
ter now, but leaves a larger hole to fill 
later. The administration has used 
these short-term advantages, an excuse 
to do nothing. Obviously, everybody 
that has looked at this last campaign 
between Governor Bush and Vice Presi-
dent GORE understands that there was 
a huge scare factor with seniors, that 
seniors can be frightened, and the rea-
son is because a large number of those 
seniors depend on Social Security for 
most of their income. 

When anybody starts talking about 
any changes, they do get nervous. I 
just hope that the demagoguing in this 
campaign has not done away or dra-
matically reduced the chance of this 
Congress next year and the President 
next year, whoever it is, to move ahead 
with Social Security reform; because 
the longer we put it off, the more dras-
tic the solutions. The longer we put 
this off the more drastic solutions. 

Let me just tell you the first bill I in-
troduced when I came to Congress in 
1993 was with very modest changes to 
make sure that we started getting 
some better return on the tax money 
sent in. Of course, you remember the 
chart of current surpluses, we have had 
all of these surpluses. Those surpluses 
have been squandered for the last 40 
years because this body and the past 
Presidents have decided to use the 
extra money coming in from Social Se-
curity to spend on other programs. We 
have stopped that, by the way. 

It is a little gimmicky, but the Re-
publicans came up with this idea that 
they called a Social Security lockbox. 
It was good because the public liked 
the idea of us stopping spending the 
extra tax money coming in from Social 
Security. Now, until we find a way to 
best use that money to keep Social Se-
curity solvent, it is being used to pay 
down that part of the debt held by the 
public, and so the total debt of this 
country is not going down; what we are 

doing is using the Social Security sur-
plus, sort of like using one credit card 
to pay off another credit card. 

We are using the Social Security sur-
plus to pay down that part of the Fed-
eral debt held by the public. It should 
be made very clear, because there were 
a lot of comments on this during this 
recent election by a lot of people that 
led the American people to believe that 
we were paying down the debt of the 
United States Congress. The total debt 
subject to the debt limit is not going 
down because of the fact that we are 
using the surplus from Social Security 
and the other trust funds to pay down 
the debt held by the public. 

Public debt versus the Social Secu-
rity shortfall. Vice President GORE sug-
gested that we pay down the debt held 
by the public. The total debt held by 
the public is a little over $5.6 trillion, 
that part that is held by Wall Street, 
what Treasury bills, Treasury bonds, 
the debt held by the public is $3.4 tril-
lion. 

The Vice President suggested if we 
pay down this debt, we can use the sav-
ings on interest to accommodate the 
demands of Social Security over the 
next 54 years. This is the amount of 
money that is going to be the shortfall 
over the next 54 years in Social Secu-
rity, $46.6 trillion, and so to pay down 
this debt of $3.4 trillion, the accommo-
dation of that $260 billion that we save 
in interest every year is not going to 
accommodate that kind of shortfall. 

Let us do it. It is a good start. Let us 
get the public debt paid down. Let us 
start paying down the total debt of this 
country. This is another way to depict 
what was just talked about. 

Over the next 10 years, there is going 
to be $7.8 trillion coming into Social 
Security; $5.4 trillion are going to be 
used up in paying benefits. And that 
leaves a surplus of $2.4 trillion. And so 
what Governor Bush has suggested, 
what I am suggesting is that we take 
some of this surplus to start the per-
sonal retirement savings account. 

I would stress these are the kinds of 
accounts that are limited. You can 
only invest the money in certain safe 
investments, and you can only use it 
for retirement. It is not like it has 
been suggested that everybody is going 
to have the chance to be, if you will, 
convinced by the snake oil salesman 
from someplace to invest their money 
because it has high returns. 

Your investments are going to be 
limited, such as the thrift savings ac-
count for the Federal Government em-
ployees to some extent like the 401(k)s 
that a lot of our citizens have. But, 
again, now is the time that we need to 
start a transition to get a real return. 

I am sure we can work with Demo-
crats and Republicans if the decision is 
made not to demagogue this in the 
next election. Which brings me down to 
my conclusion, that the best time, the 
most opportune time to solve Social 

Security is going to be next year, the 
first year of a 4-year Presidential in-
cumbency and the first year of a 2-year 
term for every Member of this par-
ticular House. 

As you see on this chart, we end up 
with a savings. If we were to pay down 
the debt held by the public, we end up 
with a savings of $260 billion a year. If 
we keep that $260 billion and instead of 
using it to pay interest on the debt 
held by the public, we apply it to So-
cial Security. 

This bottom blue represents how 
much of the total Social Security bene-
fits will be accommodated by that in-
terest savings. You still end up with a 
shortfall of $35 trillion. The biggest 
risk, I am convinced, is doing nothing 
at all. Social Security has a total fund-
ed liability of over $9 trillion that I 
mentioned; that $9 trillion of unfunded 
liability today can be expressed in 
terms of $120 trillion in tomorrow’s 
dollars. In the next 75 years’ dollars, 
that is going to be—that amount is 
going to be short of what is needed to 
pay benefits over and above what 
comes in in Social Security taxes. 

The Social Security trust funds con-
tain nothing but IOUs to keep paying 
promised Social Security benefits. The 
payroll tax will have to be increased by 
nearly 50 percent, or benefits will have 
to be cut by 30 percent. Neither of 
those options is acceptable. Certainly a 
tax increase should not be acceptable. 

But let me briefly review, Mr. Speak-
er, what we have done on increasing 
the Social Security taxes over the last 
60 years.

b 2000 

In 1940, the Social Security tax was 2 
percent; 1 percent for the employee, 1 
percent for the employer. It was on the 
first $3,000 of income, maximum tax. 
Employee and employer combined was 
$60. In 1960, we increased the tax to 6 
percent, increased the base to $4,800. 
Again $288 a year was the total of em-
ployee-employer taxes on Social Secu-
rity. 1980, it went up to 10.16 percent on 
$25,900. Today after the 1993 changes, it 
has now developed into a 12.4 percent 
tax on the first $76,200 of payroll. What 
do we do? That brings it to almost 
$9,500 per year. If we let this go, then 
we are asking so much of young work-
ers, of our kids and our grandkids, to 
pay this exceptional tax. 

I am a farmer from Michigan. I grew 
up with the idea that one tries to pay 
off the farm mortgage to leave one’s 
kids a little better chance. But this 
body, this body and this Congress gets 
so, I think, wrapped up in the impor-
tance of spending today that we think 
taking money from them and leaving 
them an extra high mortgage justifies 
the kind of standard of living that we 
want and the kind of things that this 
body and the body down at the other 
end of the Capitol, the Senate, and the 
President want to spend money on. 
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That is what we are arguing about now 
on finishing off this year’s budget, can 
we reduce the increase in spending. 

Personal retirement accounts, let me 
talk about what would one do if one 
had some individual investments. What 
is compound interest? Compound inter-
est means that, if one can invest one’s 
money, one gets extra interest on it. It 
makes that fund larger. Then the inter-
est on that extra amount of money 
that can grow, it can make an average 
worker a rich retiree. 

If John Doe makes an average of 
$36,000 a year, and they are allowed to 
invest 4 percent of their Social Secu-
rity tax in a private account, then in-
stead of getting the $1,280 a year from 
Social Security, they would be receiv-
ing $6,514 a month from that kind of a 
personal retirement account. 

When they passed the Social Security 
law in 1934, they said it is an option 
whether counties and States want to 
opt into the Social Security system or 
have their own retirement program. 
Galveston County, Texas opted to have 
their own personal investment. Let 
just take a look at what is happening 
there. 

Death benefits under Social Security, 
$253; in Galveston, $75,000. Disability 
benefits, $1,280 under Social Security; 
the Galveston plan, $2,749. The retire-
ment benefits, Social Security, $1,280, 
same as disability. The Galveston plan 
for retirement is $4,790 a month. Pri-
vate investments and the magic of 
compound interest have to be part of 
what is going to keep this system sol-
vent. 

Personal retirement accounts, they 
do not come out of social security, 
they become part of one’s Social Secu-
rity retirement benefits. A worker will 
own his or her retirement account. It is 
limited to safe investments. It cer-
tainly can earn more than the 1.9 per-
cent interest that an average retiree 
today is getting from Social Security. 
That is going to be much lower in the 
future. 

San Diego is another area that has 
opted out of Social Security into a per-
sonal retirement account system. A 30-
year-old employee there who earns a 
salary of $30,000 for 35 years and con-
tributes 6 percent into his PRA would 
receive $3,000 per month in retirement; 
and, under the current system, he 
would contribute twice as much, but 
receive only $1,077 from Social Secu-
rity. 

Let me conclude by quickly running 
through these and making a comment. 
The U.S. trails other countries in sav-
ing its retirement system. Other so-
cialized countries are moving into the 
private personal retirement accounts 
faster than the United States. 

I represented the United States at a 
worldwide meeting on Social Security 
over in London 3 years ago. I was so 
surprised to see so many of the other 
countries that were so far ahead of us 

in getting such a much larger return 
and having success in keeping their 
public retirement pension solvent. 

In the 18 years since Chile offered the 
PRAs, 95 percent of Chilean workers 
have received accounts. Their average 
rate of return has been 11.3 percent per 
year. Other countries, Australia, Brit-
ain, Switzerland all offer workers their 
own personal retirement accounts. 

The British workers chose PRAs 
overwhelmingly for their top tier. So 
even from England, the socialized 
country, they moved into their own 
personal retirement accounts. 

There are several ways we can do 
this. Some of the Democrats have ex-
pressed concern that the stock market 
is too risky. But one can decide what 
the balance is, whether it is 30 or 40 
percent into bonds and 60 or 70 percent 
into equities. One can limit the equi-
ties to indexed stocks, indexed global 
funds, an index that is going to be 
across the board. 

Over the years, the average for any 
30-year period, if one starts working at 
age 20 and finished working at age 50, 
for a 30-year period, for the last 100 
years, the average return on equity in-
vestments is 6.7 percent. 

This is just sort of repeating myself a 
little bit. But based on a family income 
of $58,400 some, the return on a PRA is 
even better. If one invests 2 percent, as 
the blue; if one invests 6 percent, as the 
pink; and the purple is if one had in-
vested 10 percent of one’s income. But 
over 30 years, one would end up with 
almost $1 million. But over 40 years, it 
would be $1,000,389 if one worked for 40 
years paying in 10 percent, being al-
lowed to take 10 percent into one’s pri-
vate investments. 

If I have one final message, certainly 
it would be that everybody has to 
make a greater effort, savings and in-
vesting; that Social Security cannot be 
one’s total retirement account. 

In our Social Security tax force, we 
had testimony that, within the next 25 
years, people would have the option of 
living to be 100 years old if they wanted 
to. That not only offers a tremendous 
challenge to government run programs 
and their future solvency, but it em-
phasizes the need to move out of a 
fixed benefit program, at least par-
tially, at least to some extent, and 
have a fixed contribution. But it also 
says that every individual today needs 
to make a more aggressive effort to 
save and invest. That is why this 
Chamber has decided to encourage sav-
ings and investment.

f 

PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WALDEN of Oregon). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 6, 
1999, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. SHERMAN) is recognized for 37 min-
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, sud-
denly 37 minutes became available, and 
I thought I would come to this floor 
and address the issue that is on the 
minds of everyone in this country. I in-
vite those of my colleagues who have a 
like mind to come down and share this 
37 minutes with me. I have been joined 
by one of our colleagues from the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN), 
who I will yield to after I deal with the 
first and second points. 

The first point I want to make is that 
Vice President GORE did win the pop-
ular vote by well over 200,000 votes. 
Now, I know the point is often made 
that there are several hundred thou-
sand votes still waiting to be counted 
in California. Well, I am from Cali-
fornia as well as the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LOFGREN). California 
was won overwhelmingly by the Gore 
candidacy, and we know from our expe-
rience that that means that, if any-
thing, the late absentee ballots, those 
counted because they were received 
virtually on election day, will, if any-
thing, bolster this 216,000 vote lead. 

Likewise, there are some uncounted 
votes in the State of Washington, 
mostly from the Puget Sound region, 
which Vice President GORE won over-
whelmingly. So when the votes are 
cast, it will be clear what the popular 
vote is in America. 

The American voters voted for AL 
GORE and JOE LIEBERMAN by a plu-
rality of roughly a quarter million. But 
what is before us is the electoral col-
lege. The electoral college requires us, 
as a matter of law, to put aside that 
quarter million vote majority for AL 
GORE and, instead, focus on this on a 
State-by-State basis. 

Now, there has been an attempt by 
Governor Bush to try to use political 
insult, if not political intimidation, for 
those of us who respect the rule of law 
and want that rule of law to go for-
ward, those who want the courts to act 
as referees just as we have referees in 
football. I know some would argue it 
would be a more exciting game of foot-
ball if we took the referees off the 
field, but if one believes in the rules, 
one has got to believe in the refs. 

Now, Florida seems to turn first and 
foremost on the vote in Palm Beach 
County. If we are to have an accurate 
electoral college vote, we need to focus 
on the ballots in Palm Beach County. 
We will see that there is a very strong 
argument for a revote in that county. 

The ballot which I am about to show 
my colleagues is acknowledged by vir-
tually everyone to be very confusing. It 
did, in fact, confuse tens of thousands 
of voters in Palm Beach County. There 
were some 19,000 voters in that county 
who double punched, voted for two 
presidential candidates. 

The Bush campaign has argued that 
is roughly analogous to a somewhat 
lower number, perhaps 14,000, who they 
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say double punched in 1996. The only 
problem is that is a false number. It is 
not fuzzy math, it is false math. The 
figure that they use in 1996 is the sum 
of those who just skipped the Presi-
dential race, did not want to vote for 
any of the Presidential candidates, and 
those in Palm Beach County in 1996 
who mistakenly punched two holes. 

In fact, the number of who punched 
two holes this time was roughly double 
the number who punched two holes in 
the prior election. That is because of 
the famous butterfly ballot which con-
fused voters. Not only were they con-
fused into voting twice, but they were 
confused into voting for Pat Buchanan. 
Pat Buchanan has admitted that many 
of the votes he received in Palm Beach 
County were not voters who wanted to 
vote for Pat Buchanan. If Pat Bu-
chanan can admit that, why cannot 
Governor Bush? 

But it is not enough that the ballot is 
confusing. The ballot is also in viola-
tion of Florida law in two important 
respects, both of which contributed to 
voters not being allowed to vote. 

First, Florida law requires that the 
names be on the left and the holes be 
to the right of the name. If this ballot 
had been done legally, prepared legally, 
prepared according to Florida State 
statutes, we would not have this prob-
lem. These folks would be listed below 
the other folks. There would be one 
hole next to each name, and people 
would punch. That is not what hap-
pened. It was a ballot designed in viola-
tion of Florida law. 

Second, the ballot laws of Florida re-
quire that the candidate be in a certain 
order. The party that won the gover-
norship in Florida, the Republican 
Party, is entitled to go first. The party 
that came in second for the governor-
ship, the Democratic Party, is entitled 
to go second. But if one pushes the sec-
ond hole, one’s vote is not counted for 
the Democratic Party. The second hole 
does not belong to the Democratic 
Party. The second hole belongs to the 
Reform Party. So one has a situation 
where the order of the holes is not as 
specified by Florida law. Those two 
problems, two violations of law led to 
the confusion. 

Now, Florida law on this was an-
nounced just 2 years ago. In the 1990 
Supreme Court case, in the Supreme 
Court of California, Bextrum versus 
Volusia County Canvassing Board in 
which the court finds substantial non-
compliance with statutory election 
procedures. If the court makes a fac-
tual determination that reasonable 
doubt exists as to whether a certified 
election expressed the will of the vot-
ers, then the court is to void the con-
tested election, even in the absence of 
fraud or intentional wrongdoing.

b 2015 

The court, the Supreme Court of 
Florida, has spoken to this very situa-

tion. We certainly have a situation 
where doubt exists as to what is the 
right outcome; there are more people 
gathered in our cloakroom some of the 
times than the total number of votes 
separating the two candidates in Flor-
ida; and substantial noncompliance 
with statutory election procedures was 
operative. So clearly, under Florida 
law, the court, in the standards it 
adopted in 1998, should order a revote 
in Palm Beach County. 

I want to point out that it is pre-
mature for us to call for that here and 
now. No candidate for President has 
yet called for a revote in Palm Beach 
County. I think, however, the argu-
ment presented here would be a strong 
one to result in such a revote. 

I should point out that there are 
other elements of this confusion. The 
first is reported in The Washington 
Post of this past Saturday where they 
reported that confused voters were be-
sieging the county commissioners by 
telephone in the morning. By the after-
noon, they were calling local radio 
shows. Then there was a hastily writ-
ten memo from a county supervisor of 
elections distributed at the end, when 
most people had already voted, trying 
to explain the inexplicable. And, in 
fact, one senior leader, the president of 
the Century Village Retirement Com-
munity, said people were crying. They 
were coming to us to ask questions; the 
ballot was lousy; they did not know 
who they voted for. 

I can go on and on with the discus-
sion of the confusion and the sorrow, 
the anger and the frustration of the 
people of Palm Beach County as they 
were denied their right to vote by a 
ballot that violated the statutes of the 
State of Florida. But at this point, I 
know that I have two very patient col-
leagues, the first one serving on the 
Committee on the Judiciary, the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN), who I know also wants to 
address these issues. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me, and 
I just want to speak briefly on the 
issue of the recount. 

It is true that I am a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary and for-
merly taught at a law school and prac-
ticed law and the like, but I would like 
to speak this evening more as just a 
neighbor and a person who has just 
come to the Nation’s capital from Cali-
fornia fresh with the insights from the 
people who are in my neighborhood 
who say this: we are not in a crisis. We 
all wish this were over. We want it to 
be done. But we also know that we can 
be patient and get an accurate count. 

I think it is time for all of us in 
America to ask everyone in the leader-
ship of both parties to put patriotism 
ahead of partisanship. Now, it is true 
all of us had a favorite candidate. I 
hoped that AL GORE would be elected 
President, and some of my neighbors 

hoped that George Bush would be elect-
ed President. The truth is we do not 
know which of them will be elected. 
But we need to put our desire for our 
candidate to win to one side in favor of 
democratic processes. We need to make 
sure that the vote is counted accu-
rately and that whatever happens re-
flects the will of the American people. 

Now, I heard some rhetoric this 
evening that I found disturbing, in all 
honesty. It seemed to indicate or to 
infer that somehow because there was 
a hand count that there was something 
unsavory; that there would be some-
thing wrong or backhanded about this. 
But we know that these recounts are 
going on in a fish bowl. We have hun-
dreds of people watching every single 
ballot; designated people from both 
parties. We have CNN, CBS, NBC, ABC, 
and the Fox News channel. It is a 
veritable convention looking at each 
ballot. It is very clear that there is 
nothing sneaky that is going to go on 
in these recounts. In fact, we will have 
the most accurate count possible. 

Before I was in Congress, I was in 
local government for 14 years. I was on 
the board of supervisors, and we were 
in charge of elections. Elections are 
never perfect. Poll workers show up 
late, ballots get shredded, problems can 
occur. We know that that is true. But 
when elections are this close, recounts 
always occur. And we always, when I 
was in local government, we always re-
spected that those recounts needed to 
occur so that the people’s will could, in 
the end, rule the day. 

When the recount will decide who 
will be the leader of the free world, of 
course we need, as the American peo-
ple, to exhibit patience, and we have 
time for that patience to play out. We 
have a President. He will be President 
until January 20. So we certainly have 
time to make sure that all the votes 
get counted. 

America has confidence that the cur-
rent President of the United States, 
whether we support him or do not sup-
port him, was elected in a way that re-
flected the Constitution and the rules; 
and we need to make sure that the next 
President, whoever he is, has that same 
confidence on the part of the American 
people. That is why it is important for 
the partisans in this discussion to just 
back off, just back off and let the vote 
and the counting of the vote take 
place. If it is necessary, hand recount 
all of the votes in Florida. That would 
be fine. 

Let us make sure that the people’s 
will is reflected in the electoral col-
lege; and then all of us can live with 
the result, whatever it is. However dis-
appointed we might be, whether it is 
our candidate or the other side, the 
American tradition is to allow the 
transition of power to proceed smooth-
ly and to celebrate the fact that we are 
a violence-free democracy that under-
stands that our institutions are more 
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important than any election. So, 
please, let us, all of us, back off and 
put our patriotism ahead of our par-
tisanship. 

I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for yielding for these few com-
ments. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I thank the gentle-
woman from California for her com-
ments. I yield now to the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE). 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank my two colleagues from Cali-
fornia. I do not intend to use a lot of 
time, but I just wanted to say that I to-
tally agree with what the gentlewoman 
has said. 

It disturbed me a great deal, to be 
honest, when I heard some of our col-
leagues from the other side of the aisle 
come here earlier this evening and sort 
of deride the process. I think at one 
point one of our colleagues from the 
Republican side suggested that the 
campaign manager for the Democrats 
was involved in fraud or that his father 
was involved in fraud. These kinds of 
comments are totally inappropriate. I 
do not even know if they are allowed 
under the rules of the House. 

As the gentlewoman said, let us not 
get into this partisan argument and 
start calling names tonight. All the 
gentleman from California is saying, 
from what I understand, and I respect 
the gentleman a great deal for it, is 
that he just wants the will of the peo-
ple to be heard. The gentleman just 
wants to make sure that if somebody 
voted, or intended to vote a certain 
way, that they be counted; that their 
sacred right to vote, which we cherish 
under our form of government, not be 
taken from them. 

I just want to make two comments in 
that regard. One is that, again, it upset 
me today to think that the Repub-
licans had gone into court to stop the 
recount. We know that these manual 
recounts occur from time to time and 
are necessary from time to time. I was 
actually involved with one myself 
going back almost 20 years, I think it 
was in 1981, when we had a very close 
gubernatorial race. I had to sit in a 
room and watch and see whether those, 
we called them chits in New Jersey, I 
guess they call them chads in Florida, 
to see whether they were actually 
punctured and the votes were counted. 
Ultimately it did not make that much 
of a difference in terms of the total 
vote count; but at least people were as-
sured that someone was looking care-
fully, and in this case a number of peo-
ple looking carefully, to make sure 
that their vote counted and their in-
tention to vote a certain way was car-
ried forth. 

I feel the same way about this whole 
manual recount, and the gentleman’s 
suggestion there about how this ballot 
was set up. I do not know whether this 
will end up in court or not; but it real-
ly pains me to think that anyone, 

whether they be Republican, as some of 
them earlier, a Democrat or anybody, 
would suggest that the will of the peo-
ple should not be carried forth. 

I think there is a real philosophical 
difference here. I heard some of my col-
leagues from the other side of the aisle 
saying, well, people have to be very 
careful when they go into vote; treat it 
as a solemn occasion and do not get it 
wrong. It is as if someone gets it 
wrong, that is their own problem; that 
is their fault; they have to carry the 
personal responsibility of having got-
ten it wrong. Well, the bottom line is 
that if the ballot is set up in a way to 
confuse and it is obvious the intent was 
to vote for a certain candidate and the 
vote was discarded, it seems to me it is 
incumbent upon us to make sure that 
that vote counts; whether there is a 
manual recount to check to see wheth-
er the chit was punctured or whether a 
new vote has to occur to make sure the 
people whose ballots were thrown out 
get an opportunity to vote. It just 
seems to me that what we want is for 
the people to be able to exercise their 
right to vote. 

Mr. SHERMAN. If I can interject at 
this point. 

Mr. PALLONE. Certainly. I would 
certainly yield back to the gentleman. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Even those who say 
it is up to the voter to know the law, 
and if the voter gets it wrong, we will 
discard the voter’s vote even if it is ap-
parent how that voter voted, even 
those folks have got to admit the bal-
lot was designed in violation of law. 
And if we are going to tell voters they 
are responsible for knowing the law, 
they have a right to a ballot designed 
in accordance with the law. 

The law in Florida states if someone 
punches the second hole that they are 
voting for the party that came in sec-
ond in the last gubernatorial election. 
Only on that ballot it is not designed 
that way. So it is simply wrong to be 
tough on the voters while forcing the 
voter not to be able to rely on the stat-
utes of the State in which they reside. 

Mr. PALLONE. I agree. And if the 
gentleman would just yield to me once 
more, very briefly, I strongly believe 
that we have to do whatever we can to 
make sure that a person’s vote counts. 
If we do not, then what is going to hap-
pen is people are going to say why 
should I bother to vote. 

The bottom line is that last Tuesday 
was a great day because so many peo-
ple came out to vote. I know in my own 
district, in my own State of New Jer-
sey, there was an overwhelming turn-
out. It was grand to see so many people 
come out because they thought it was 
going to be a close election, and it was, 
and they knew their vote would count. 
So let us not let them down by saying 
that their vote does not count, or 
something is done to make sure that 
their vote does not count. Because that 
will certainly discourage people from 

voting in the future, and I certainly do 
not want that to happen. 

And, lastly, I would say this. Let us 
not make this a partisan process. I 
have to say that I am very partisan, as 
the gentleman knows, when I come to 
the floor of the House and I talk about 
issues. But this is not a question of an 
issue or a bill; this is a question of our 
democracy and upholding the Constitu-
tion. I would just expect that both 
sides of the aisle would simply not 
make this into a partisan battle. One 
may feel the votes should count or not 
count, or they may feel strongly about 
how people should exercise their right 
to vote; but let us not start the name 
calling, the way I heard before, against 
the candidates or against the parties or 
against the representatives. I do not 
really believe anybody wants that, and 
we should refrain from that. I yield 
back to the gentleman. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I thank the gen-
tleman from New Jersey for the tenor 
of his remarks, and I would join him in 
saying that perhaps the lowest point of 
the television debates and back and 
forths have been when there has been 
an attack made on the campaign chair-
man for the Gore campaign because of 
his father. I have never seen my fa-
ther’s integrity attacked on this floor; 
I have never seen the integrity of the 
father of the gentleman from New Jer-
sey attacked on this floor; and I have 
certainly never heard of an attack on a 
Member’s integrity for the purpose of 
discrediting his arguments on a bill. 
That behavior is certainly lower than 
this House has ever gone and, hope-
fully, the Bush campaign will not de-
scend to those levels again.

b 2030 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to continue 
to talk about how people reacted to 
that confusing and illegal ballot in 
Palm Beach, Florida. One elderly voter 
did the right thing. That voter asked 
for a second ballot, having ruined his 
first ballot. Bernard Holtzer, a retired 
community inhabitant, said he had un-
intentionally voted for Pat Buchanan 
on the first ballot and the clerk refused 
his request for a second ballot. Holtzer 
said, ‘‘I told the clerk I made a boo-boo 
and that I wanted a new ballot. And 
she told me there was nothing she 
could do about it.’’ 

That is the New York Times, this 
Saturday, reporting that not only was 
the ballot confusing and illegal but 
that the county workers did not in any 
way allow for the appropriate legal 
remedy. In fact, that same New York 
Times article points out that poll 
workers were under strict instructions 
to turn away voters who came to them 
with questions. Quoting one poll work-
er named Louise Austin, Ms. Austin 
said, ‘‘I had to follow the directive, 
‘Don’t help anyone. Don’t talk to any-
one.’ ’’ Again, the New York Times re-
ports that. 
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So there were as reported in both the 

New York Times and the Washington 
Post precinct workers who received in-
structions very late in the day telling 
them how to help confused voters. Of 
course that begs the question, what 
about the well over 75 percent of the 
voters who voted before those instruc-
tions went out to the poll workers? 

So we have reason to believe that the 
only way that the people of Palm 
Beach County will be allowed to vote 
in this election, will have their fran-
chise protected, is if there is a revote 
in Palm Beach County. Now, I know 
that is controversial and that is even a 
conclusion that I am not ready to fully 
embrace here tonight, because it is a 
premature conclusion. Because there is 
something that we all agree on, and, 
that is, the first step is a proper count 
of all the ballots that were cast. And a 
proper count is the best possible count. 
A manual recount is the best possible 
count. 

First, it is argued we should not have 
a manual recount because somehow 
that is the second recount. You cannot 
recount after a recount. Well, let us 
straighten that out. This manual re-
count is the first recount requested by 
the Gore campaign. Because the elec-
tion was so close, there was an auto-
matic recount by machine in every 
county. But that was not at the re-
quest of the Gore campaign because the 
Gore campaign appears to want the 
most accurate possible recount. And so 
the Gore campaign has made only one 
recount request, and that is for a man-
ual recount to be conducted in four 
counties. The Gore campaign never 
asked for a machine recount. And to 
say that the most accurate recount 
should be ignored because there was a 
worse system employed not at the re-
quest of any candidate is absurd. 

Now, why is it that I say that a man-
ual recount is the better recount? Well, 
we are told by James Baker that he 
prefers a recount using precision ma-
chines. These precision machines, 1950s 
technology, machines that cannot read 
a bent card, machines that jam up 
when you put a bent card in them, ma-
chines that cannot tell you what their 
standards are. Where there has been ar-
gument about whether a particular 
punch card should be counted, a swing-
ing door chad, a partially detached 
chad, what are the machine’s stand-
ards? We do not know. The engineers of 
the machines do not know. Sometimes 
the machine will count a bent ballot. 
Sometimes it will not. Sometimes if it 
is partially punched, the machine 
counts it. Sometimes it will not. The 
machine is not talking to anybody and 
nobody can look inside it while it is 
counting. It is not the same as having 
three citizens in full view, viewed by 
Republican and Democratic experts be-
hind them, on cable television, count-
ing the ballots one at a time. 

Those who refer to precision ma-
chines are wrong, because the inven-

tion of man is indeed imperfect, far 
more imperfect than the creation of 
God. A human being watched and con-
sulting other human beings, in full 
public, can look at a bent card, can 
look at a partially attached chad, can 
apply specific standards and can reach 
the correct conclusion. That is why in 
Seminole County, Florida, last week, 
they did a manual count, much to the 
glee of the Bush campaign which got 
100 extra votes as a result of the man-
ual count done after the machine 
count, the machine recount. Bush hus-
bands and enjoys that 100 votes. In 
fact, it is a third of the lead he claims 
today. And it is all because in a Repub-
lican county they completed a manual 
recount. 

To be detailed, what happened was if 
a card would not go through the ma-
chine, they would look at it, determine 
the vote of the voter, create a new bal-
lot reflecting that intent, and run it 
through the Seminole County machine. 
That is a manual recount in Seminole 
County. Yet no one in the Bush cam-
paign has asked for those 100 extra 
votes to be subtracted from their col-
umn. 

But we do not have to look just at 
what is happening in Florida. We know 
by looking at Texas. Here is the stat-
ute, signed into law by Governor Bush, 
scarcely 3 years ago: a manual recount 
shall be conducted in preference to an 
electronic recount. How dare James 
Baker insult the Governor of Texas 
when he says that these words are 
wrong. Now, Mr. Baker says they have 
standards in Texas. They have, of 
course, standards in Florida as well. In 
each county in Florida, the election 
board identifies swinging door chads, 
partially attached chads; and the train-
ing is going on right now and yesterday 
so that each poll worker follows those 
instructions. Machines, of course, have 
no standards at all; but the poll work-
ers in Florida, county by county, do. 

But if James Baker and the Bush 
campaign think the problem is stand-
ards, why do they go to court to try to 
prevent an accurate recount? They 
should be coming to the election offi-
cials in Florida and suggesting stand-
ards. If there are wonderful standards 
available, proven, used in Texas, why 
does the Governor of Texas not share 
them with the people of Florida? The 
fact of the matter is there are not real-
ly specific standards in Texas that are 
any better than those in Florida. The 
Florida standards are just fine. The 
Bush campaign is not looking for a 
manual vote based on uniform stand-
ards. They are looking for a quick vic-
tory that ignores the will of the Flor-
ida voters. They are looking to stop 
the manual vote, not improve it. 

That is why they went to court today 
and they asked a Federal judge. They 
would be the first to insult judges and 
the first to seek a court injunction and 
the first to be turned down by the 

courts. And they tried to get a Federal 
judge to prevent what the Texas Gov-
ernor in his own State and his own 
statutes recognized as the most accu-
rate method of recount. They failed. 
But justice may still not prevail, be-
cause the Secretary of State of Florida, 
herself the cochair of the Bush cam-
paign, has to come up with this idea 
that all the counting has to be done by 
5 p.m. tomorrow. 

Now, is this based on Florida statute? 
No. It is based on a misreading of Flor-
ida statute. She cites section 102.111 
which sets a 5 p.m. deadline. But a 
more recent Florida statute is in clear 
conflict with 111 and that is section 
102.112, passed more recently, under our 
laws entitled to greater weight when 
there is direct conflict. It says, if the 
election returns are not received by the 
department by the time specified, such 
returns may be ignored. 

So the Secretary of State, the co-
chair of the Bush campaign, has merely 
the discretion, if she wants to, to dis-
enfranchise entire counties in Florida 
because they want to do an accurate 
recount. No court should allow such 
discretion to be used arbitrarily and no 
campaign should want its candidate for 
President to win because of such arbi-
trary and wrongful action. Who could 
deny this country an accurate recount 
by the methods signed into law in his 
own State by the Governor of Texas? 

But it goes beyond that. Here, on a 
smaller chart, I have listed four Repub-
lican congressional candidates, each of 
whom wanted a manual recount. Each 
of them got a manual recount. Whether 
it was John Ensign running for the 
Senate 2 years ago or the famous Bob 
Dornan case, or whether it was Peter 
Torkildsen in 1996 or Rick McIntyre in 
1984. In 1984, Rick McIntyre demanded 
and got a manual recount. And Dick 
Cheney was on this floor saying he 
would go to war over that request. The 
request was granted. I realize there 
were other controversies about that 
race. But Dick Cheney, when he was 
here, was here backing up Rick 
McIntyre’s demand for a manual re-
count. 

So of course there should be a man-
ual recount. And of course attempts to 
say that it has to be done by 5 p.m. to-
morrow are outrageous.

I will tell you how outrageous they 
are. Tonight, I hope, in several coun-
ties in Florida, people are going to be 
doing the manual recount all through 
the night. They are going to get tired. 
And James Baker is going to be on tel-
evision saying, ‘‘Oh, my God, it can’t 
be accurate. They were tired. They 
must be ignored.’’ Why are they tired? 
Why are they working through the 
night? Because the Bush campaign 
wants to impose a ridiculous 5 p.m. 
deadline. Now, is this 5 p.m. deadline 
there to assure that the election is de-
cided more quickly? No. There can be 
no decision in Florida until 5 p.m. Fri-
day when those overseas ballots have 
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to have arrived in Florida to be count-
ed. So why 5 p.m. Tuesday as a dead-
line for completing a manual recount? 
Only one reason, to frustrate the man-
ual recount, to make people be tired 
during the manual recount, to ridicule 
the manual recount. A manual recount, 
which is the method of choice in the 
State of Texas, because Governor Bush 
signed the law that made it so because 
he was right. 

We have seen that the creation of 
God does a better job in this case than 
the invention of man and that human 
beings can do better. So it would be 
nice if the Governor was trying to get 
the most accurate recount instead of 
trying to slam the door on the most ac-
curate recount. 

Let me deal with one other issue. The 
Bush campaign says that what is unfair 
is that the media at around 7:40 p.m. or 
6:40 p.m., anyway, 20 minutes before 
the polls were going to close in the 
Florida panhandle, called the Florida 
race. What the media did was inac-
curate. They gave voters in the Florida 
panhandle inaccurate information. But 
is that the only stupid and inaccurate 
information to appear on television in 
this electoral season? The voters have 
a right under Florida law, under the 
U.S. Constitution, to vote and to have 
their will at the polls expressed. That 
is very different from saying that you 
have a constitutional right not to get 
bad information in the press, because I 
assure you there is no such right to get 
only accurate information in the press. 
We get inaccurate information in the 
press all the time, and the press has 
called Florida four or five different 
times. Every time they have called it 
wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, to summarize, the pop-
ular vote will go overwhelmingly for 
AL GORE, the Vice President, and JOE 
LIEBERMAN, the Senator from Con-
necticut.

b 2045 
The ballot in Palm Beach County was 

responsible for twisting these results, 
which clearly possibly affected the re-
sults and was an illegal as well as a 
confusing ballot, a ballot in violation 
of two different Florida statutes, well-
designed statutes, that were not car-
ried out; and the Florida courts have 
recognized that where there is confu-
sion because of a violation of the Flor-
ida elections code, a revote is called 
for. But before we get to a revote, we 
need to do everything possible to get 
an accurate count of the vote cast on 
election night; and that vote can best 
be recounted, as George Bush’s signa-
ture indicates when he signed this bill, 
can best be recounted by a manual re-
count, the only recount requested by 
the Gore campaign, the only method 
that is recognized by the Governor of 
Texas as the most accurate way to do 
the recount. 

Now, there are criticisms of what the 
standards are that are being used in 

the manual recount. Those who criti-
cize have an obligation to make sug-
gestions. They do not have the right to 
say that because they do not find per-
fection in the best and preferred meth-
od, that because they do not find it 
perfect, that it should be ignored.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. DEUTSCH (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today on account of 
business in the district. 

Mr. MCNULTY (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today on account of an 
airplane cancellation. 

Mr. JEFFERSON (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today on account of offi-
cial business. 

Mr. HEFLEY (at the request of Mr. 
ARMEY) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of illness. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas) to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today. 

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. MICA) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today 

and November 14. 
Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today 

and November 14. 
Mr. MICA, for 5 minutes, today.

f 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported 
that that committee did on the fol-
lowing dates present to the President, 
for his approval, bills and joint resolu-
tions of the House of the following ti-
tles:

On October 31, 2000: 
H.J. Res. 121. Making further continuing 

appropriations for the fiscal year 2001, and 
for other purposes. 

On November 1, 2000: 
H.R. 4864. To amend title 38, United States 

Code, to reaffirm and clarify the duty of the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to assist 
claimants for benefits under laws adminis-
tered by the Secretary, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 782. To amend the Older Americans 
Act of 1965 to extend authorizations of appro-
priations for programs under the Act, to 
modernize programs and services for older 
individuals, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 2498. To amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide for recommendations 

of the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices regarding the placement of automatic 
external defibrillators in Federal buildings 
in order to improve survival rates of individ-
uals who experience cardiac arrest in such 
buildings, and to establish protections from 
civil liability arising from the emergency 
use of the devices. 

H.R. 4788. To amend the United States 
Grain Standards Act to extend the authority 
of the Secretary of Agriculture to collect 
fees to cover the cost of services performed 
under that Act, extend the authorization of 
appropriations for that Act, and improve the 
administration of that Act, to reenact the 
United States Warehouse Act to require the 
licensing and inspection of warehouses used 
to store agricultural products and provide 
for the issuance of receipts, including elec-
tronic receipts, for agricultural products 
stored or handled in licensed warehouses, 
and for other purposes. 

H.R. 4868. To amend the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule of the United States to modify 
temporarily certain rates of duty, to make 
other technical amendments to the trade 
laws, and for other purposes. 

H.J. Res. 122. Making further continuing 
appropriations for the fiscal year 2001, and 
for other purposes.

On November 2, 2000: 
H.R. 4312. To direct the Secretary of the In-

terior to conduct a study of the suitability 
and feasibility of establishing an Upper 
Housatonic Valley National Heritage Area in 
the State of Connecticut and the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 3621. To provide for the posthumous 
promotion of William Clark of the Common-
wealth of Virginia and the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky, co-leader of the Lewis and Clark 
Expedition, to the grade of captain in the 
Regular Army. 

H.R. 3388. To promote environmental res-
toration around the Lake Tahoe basin. 

H.R. 1444. To authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to establish a program to plan, 
design, and construct fish screens, fish pas-
sage devices, and related features to miti-
gate impacts on fisheries associated with ir-
rigation system water diversions by local 
governmental entities in the Pacific Ocean 
drainage of the States of Oregon, Wash-
ington, Montana, and Idaho. 

H.R. 660. For the private relief of Ruth 
Hairston by waiver of a filing deadline for 
appeal from a ruling relating to her applica-
tion for a survivor annuity. 

H.R. 848. For the relief of Sepandan Farnia 
and Farbod Farnia. 

H.R. 3184. For the relief of Zohreh Farhang 
Ghahfarokhi. 

H.R. 3414. For the relief of Luis A. Leon-
Molina, Ligia Padron, Juan Leon Padron, 
Rendy Leon Padron, Manuel Leon Padron, 
and Luis Leon Padron. 

H.R. 5239. To provide for increased pen-
alties for violations of the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1979, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 5266. For the relief of Saeed Rezai. 
H.R. 1235. To authorize the Secretary of 

the Interior to enter into contracts with the 
Solano County Water Agency, California, to 
use Solano Project facilities for impounding, 
storage, and carriage of nonproject water for 
domestic, municipal, industrial, and other 
beneficial purposes.

H.R. 1550. To authorize appropriations for 
the United states Fire Administration, and 
for carrying out the Earthquake Hazards Re-
duction Act of 1977, for fiscal years 2001, 2002, 
and 2003, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 2462. To amend the Organic Act of 
Guam, and for other purposes. 
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H.R. 4846. To establish the National Re-

cording Registry in the Library of Congress 
to maintain and preserve sound recordings 
that are culturally, historically, or aestheti-
cally significant, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 5110. To designate the United States 
courthouse located at 3470 12th Street in Riv-
erside, California, as the ‘‘George E. Brown, 
Jr. United States Courthouse’’. 

H.R. 5302. To designate the United States 
courthouse located at 1010 Fifth Avenue in 
Seattle, Washington, as the ‘‘William Kenzo 
Nakamura United States Courthouse’’. 

H.R. 5388. To designate a building proposed 
to be located within the boundaries of the 
Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge, as 
the ‘‘Herbert H. Batesman Education and 
Administrative Center’’. 

H.J. Res. 102. Recognizing that the Bir-
mingham Pledge has made a significant con-
tribution in fostering racial harmony and 
reconciliation in the United States and 
around the world, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 5478. To authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to acquire by donation suitable 
land to serve as the new location for the 
home of Alexander Hamilton, commonly 
known as the Hamilton Grange, and to au-
thorize the relocation of the Hamilton 
Grange to the acquired land. 

H.R. 5410. To establish revolving funds for 
the operation of certain programs and activi-
ties of the Library of Congress, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 4794. To require the Secretary of the 
interior to complete a resource study of the 
600 mile route through Connecticut, Dela-
ware, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey, 
New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and 
Virginia, used by George Washington and 
General Rochambeau during the American 
Revolutionary War. 

H.R. 4646. To designate certain National 
Forest System lands within the boundaries 
of the State of Virginia as wilderness areas. 

H.J. Res. 123. Making further continuing 
appropriations for the fiscal year 2001, and 
for other purposes. 

On November 3, 2000: 
H.J. Res. 124. Making further continuing 

appropriations for the fiscal year 2001, and 
for other purposes. 

H.J. Res. 84. Making further continuing ap-
propriations for the fiscal year 2001, and for 
other purposes.

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 46 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, October 14, 2000, at 9 a.m., for 
morning hour debates.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

10902. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—National Forest Sys-
tem Land and Resource Management Plan-
ning (RIN: 0596–AB20) received November 8, 
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

10903. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 

Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Sulfentrazone; Pesticide Tolerances for 
Emergency Exemptions [OPP–301074; FRL–
6751–7] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received November 3, 
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

10904. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Pyriproxyfen; Extension of Tolerance 
for Emergency Exemptions [OPP–301077; 
FRL–6753–3] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received No-
vember 8, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

10905. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Copper Sulfate Pentahydrate; Exemp-
tion from the Requirement of a Tolerance 
[OPP–301060; FRL–6747–3] (RIN: 2070–AB78) re-
ceived November 8, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

10906. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, Executive Office of 
the President, transmitting Office of Man-
agement and Budget Cost Estimate For Pay-
As-You-Go Calculations; to the Committee 
on the Budget. 

10907. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office of Envi-
ronment, Safety and Health, Department of 
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Fire Protection Engineering Func-
tional Area Qualification Standard; DOE De-
fense Nuclear Facilities Technical Per-
sonnel—received November 3, 2000, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

10908. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Department of 
Energy, Office of Defense Programs, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Plan-
ning and Conduct of Operational Readiness 
Reviews (ORR)—received November 3, 2000, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. 

10909. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Department of 
Energy, Office of Defense Programs, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Cri-
teria for Packaging and Storing Uranium-
233-Bearing Materials—received November 3, 
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

10910. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Department of 
Energy, Office of Environment, Safety, and 
Health, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Industrial Hygiene Functional Area 
Qualification Standard; DOE Defense Nu-
clear Facilities Technical Personnel—re-
ceived November 3, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

10911. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—NESHAPS: Final Standards for Haz-
ardous Air Pollutants for Hazardous Waste 
Combustors; Final Rule—Interpretive Clari-
fication; Technical Correction [FRL–6898–8] 
received November 3, 2000, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

10912. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; New Hamp-
shire; New Hampshire—Nitrogen Oxides 
Budget and Allowance Trading Program 
[NH–042–7169a; A–1–FRL–6871–2] received No-
vember 3, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

10913. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) or Superfund, Section 104 ‘‘An-
nouncement of Proposal Deadline for the 
Competition for Fiscal Year 2001 Supple-
mental Assistance to the National 
Brownfields Assessment Demonstration Pi-
lots’’ [FRL–6901–6] received November 8, 2000, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. 

10914. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Approval and Promulgation of State 
Plans for Designated Facilities and Pollut-
ants; Control of Landfill Emissions From 
Municipal Solid Waste Landfills; State of 
Missouri [MO 117–1117a; FRL–6900–8] received 
November 8, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

10915. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Massachu-
setts; Enhanced Motor Vehicle Inspection 
and Maintenance Program [MA–014–7195D; A–
1–FRL–6882–5] received November 8, 2000, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. 

10916. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Massachusetts: Interim Authorization 
of State Hazardous Waste Management Pro-
gram Revision [FRL–6900–5] received Novem-
ber 8, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

10917. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) or Superfund Section 104; ‘‘An-
nouncement of Proposal Deadline for the 
Competition for the 2001 National 
Brownfields Assessment Demonstration Pi-
lots’’ [FRL–6901–5] received November 8, 2000, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. 

10918. A letter from the Assistant Bureau 
Chief, Management, International Bureau 
Satellite and Radiocommunications Divi-
sion, Federal Communications Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Availability of INTELSAT Space Segment 
Capacity to Users and Service Providers 
Seeking to Access INTELSAT Directly [IB 
Docket No. 00–91] received November 7, 2000, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. 

10919. A letter from the Chairman, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting 
a Report on State Reciprocal Subpoena En-
forcement Laws pursuant to the require-
ments of Section 102 of the Securities Litiga-
tion Uniform Standards Act of 1998; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

10920. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting the Presi-
dent’s bimonthly report on progress toward a 
negotiated settlement of the Cyprus ques-
tion, covering the period August 1 to Sep-
tember 30, 2000, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2373(c); 
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions. 

10921. A letter from the Chairman, Com-
mission for the Preservation of America’s 
Heritage Abroad, transmitting the Commis-
sion’s Consolidated Report for FY 2000, pur-
suant to 16 U.S.C. 469j(h); to the Committee 
on Government Reform. 
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10922. A letter from the Staff Director, 

Commission on Civil Rights, transmitting 
Second Annual Commercial Activities Inven-
tory Report for the Commission on Civil 
Rights; to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

10923. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Committee For Purchase From People Who 
Are Blind Or Severely Disabled, transmitting 
the Committee’s final rule—Additions to the 
Procurement List—received November 7, 
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

10924. A letter from the Administrator, Of-
fice of Independent Counsel, transmitting 
the annual report on Audit and Investigative 
Activities in accordance with the Inspector 
General of 1978, as amended, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

10925. A letter from the Commissioner, Bu-
reau of Reclamation, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting a modification report on 
the Horsetooth, Soldier Canyon, Dixon Can-
yon, and Spring Canyon Dams, Colorado-Big 
Thompson Project, Colorado, Safety of Dams 
Program; and the Final Environmental As-
sessment and Finding of No Significant Im-
pacts on Horsetooth Reservoir, Safety of 
Dams Activities, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 509; to 
the Committee on Resources. 

10926. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Office of Surface Mining, Department of In-
terior, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Maryland Regulatory Program—re-
ceived November 3, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

10927. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, FAA, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 727–100 
and –200 Series Airplanes Equipped With an 
Engine Nose Cowl for Engine Numbers 1 and 
3, Installed in Accordance With Supple-
mental Type Certificate (STC) SA4363NM 
[Docket No. 2000–NM–249–AD; Amendment 
39–11839, AD 95–19–08 R1] (RIN: 2120–AA64) re-
ceived November 2, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

10928. A letter from the Deputy Chief Coun-
sel, Office of Pipeline Safety, Department of 
Transportation, Research and Special Pro-
grams Administration, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Pipeline Safety: Pipe-
line Integrity Management in High Con-
sequence Areas (Hazardous Liquid Operators 
with 500 or more miles of pipeline) [Docket 
No. RSPA–99–6355; Amendment 195–70] (RIN: 
2137–AD45) received November 7, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

10929. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Final Rule to Amend the Final Water 
Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes Sys-
tem to Prohibit Mixing Zones for Bio-
accumulative Chemicals of Concern [FRL–
6898–7] (RIN: 2040–AD32) received November 3, 
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

10930. A letter from the the Executive Sec-
retary, the Disabled American Veterans, 
transmitting the 2000 National Convention 
Proceedings of the Disabled American Vet-
erans, pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 90i and 44 U.S.C. 
1332; (H. Doc. No. 106–308); to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs and ordered to be print-
ed. 

10931. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulations Management, Department of 

Veterans’ Affairs, Veterans Benefits Admin-
istration, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule—Miscellaneous Montgomery GI 
Bill Eligibility and Entitlement Issues (RIN: 
2900–AJ90) received November 7, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

10932. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Branch, United States Customs Service, De-
partment of the Treasury, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—United States-Car-
ibbean Basin Trade Partnership Act and Car-
ibbean Basin Initiative (RIN: 1515–AC76) re-
ceived November 7, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

10933. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Branch, United States Customs Service, De-
partment of the Treasury, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—African Growth and 
Opportunity Act and Generalized System of 
Preferences (RIN: 1515–AC72) received No-
vember 7, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means.

f 

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED 
BILL 

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er: 
[The following action occurred on November 4, 

2000] 
H.R. 1689. Referral to the Committee on 

Transportation and Infrastructure extended 
for a period ending not later than November 
14, 2000. 

H.R. 2580. Referral to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure extended 
for a period ending not later than November 
14, 2000. 

H.R. 1882 Referral to the committee on 
Ways and Means extended for a period ending 
not later than November 14, 2000. 

H.R. 4144. Referral to the Committee on 
the Budget extended for a period ending not 
later than November 14, 2000. 

H.R. 4548. Referral to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce extended for a 
period ending not later than November 14, 
2000.

H.R. 4585. Referral to the Committee on 
Commerce extended for a period ending not 
later than November 14, 2000. 

H.R. 4725. Referral to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce extended for a 
period ending not later than November 14, 
2000. 

H.R. 4857. Referral to the Committees on 
the Judiciary, Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, and Commerce for a period ending not 
later than November 14, 2000. 

H.R. 5130. Referral to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure extended 
for a period ending not later than November 
14, 2000. 

H.R. 5291. Referral to the Committee on 
Ways and Means extended for a period ending 
not later than November 14, 2000.

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. GOSS (for himself, Mr. DIXON, 
and Mr. LEWIS of California): 

H.R. 5630. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2001 for intelligence and 

intelligence-related activities of the United 
States Government, the Community Man-
agement Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability 
System, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Intelligence (Permanent Select). 
Considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida: 
H.J. Res. 125. A joint resolution making 

further continuing appropriations for the fis-
cal year 2001, and for other purposes; consid-
ered and agreed to. 

By Mr. RILEY: 
H. Con. Res. 441. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress concerning 
the investigation into the terrorist attack 
on the U.S.S. Cole on October 12, 2000; to the 
Committee on International Relations.

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 655: Mr. COYNE. 
H.R. 3650: Mr. LARSON and Mr. OWENS. 
H.R. 4434: Mr. OXLEY. 
H.R. 4606: Mr. SANDERS and Mr. WEXLER. 
H.R. 4874: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 5151: Mr. HUTCHINSON. 
H.R. 5271: Mr. OBERSTAR. 
H.R. 5500: Mr. LAZIO. 
H.R. 5585: Mr. CARDIN, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. 

THOMPSON of California, and Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD. 

H.R. 5612: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BARRETT of 
Wisconsin, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. WEINER, Mr. 
ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. OWENS, Mr. UNDER-
WOOD, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. PASCRELL, and Mr. 
ETHERIDGE. 

H.R. 5613: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
SMITH of Michigan, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. 
SHADEGG, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. 
SCHAFFER, Mr. SANFORD, and Mr. TOOMEY. 

H.J. Res. 48: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
H.J. Res. 56: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.J. Res. 107: Mr. STRICKLAND. 
H. Con. Res. 401: Mr. CARDIN. 
H. Res. 420: Mr. REYES. 

f 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the clerk’s 
desk and referred as follows:

119. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
a Citizen of Austin, Texas, relative to peti-
tioning the United States Congress To Pro-
pose For Ratification An Amendment To The 
United States Constitution That Would 
Abolish The Electoral College And Provide 
That The President And Vice-President, As 
A Ticket, Be Directly Elected By The Voters 
Of The United States; Further Providing for 
A Run-Off During The Month After The Gen-
eral Election If No Ticket Receives At Least 
45% Of The Total Votes Cast Nationwide 
During The General Election; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

120. Also, a petition of a Citizen of Austin, 
Texas, relative to a petition to the United 
States Congress to support H.R. 2355 the 
‘‘Employment Non-Discrimination Act’’; 
jointly to the Committees on Education and 
the Workforce, House Administration, Gov-
ernment Reform, and the Judiciary. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
DISBAND AMERICORPS 

HON. BOB SCHAFFER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, today I ex-
press my deep concerns about yet another 
wasteful and inefficient government program 
championed by the Clinton-Gore administra-
tion. AmeriCorps, the Nation’s failed ‘‘volun-
teer’’ program, is currently up for reauthoriza-
tion. Recently, 49 governors signed a letter to 
Congress requesting their support for the pro-
gram. Fortunately, Colorado’s Governor Bill 
Owens had the courage to stand alone in de-
clining to sign, and I applaud him for his reluc-
tance. 

There are three indefensible problems with 
AmeriCorps. Before Congress considers ac-
quiescing to Bill Clinton’s demand for a $533 
million increase, it should think long and hard 
about the disappointments of AmeriCorps. 

First, AmeriCorps distorts the notion of vol-
unteerism. The AmeriCorps web page boast-
fully states, ‘‘Service is and always has been 
a vital force in American life. Throughout our 
history, our Nation has relied on the dedication 
and action of citizens to tackle our biggest 
challenges.’’ I could not agree more. Three-
quarters of American families give to charity, 
and 90 million adults in our Nation volunteer. 
Americans are the most philanthropic people 
in the world. 

This inevitably begs the question, why 
would the Federal Government set up a paid 
‘‘volunteer’’ program when private citizens, 
churches, and organizations are fulfilling this 
role independently? Just as Bill Clinton has 
stripped the White House of dignity, he has 
adulterated the notion of American vol-
unteerism. 

Second, how many $500 million corpora-
tions in America are not auditable? Certainly 
none that survive. AmeriCorps’ books have 
been unauditable since 1995, just two years 
after its inception. When AmeriCorps Inspector 
General, Luise S. Jordan, was asked at a 
1999 Education Oversight and Investigations 
Subcommittee hearing if AmeriCorps was 
auditable, she replied, ‘‘Although the Corpora-
tion [AmeriCorps] puts its Action Plan into ef-
fect in December 1998, its August 21 update 
indicates that none of its goals to improve the 
Corporation’s operations and its financial man-
agement have been achieved.’’ As Members 
of Congress, it is our duty to shield the Amer-
ican taxpayer from such abuse. Furthermore, 
how can the Congress even consider reau-
thorizing a program with a 25-percent increase 
when, almost eight years after its inception, 
AmeriCorps is still not able to be audited be-
cause of its extreme financial disorganization? 

Finally, Public Law 103–82 prohibits individ-
uals or organizations who receive Federal 

funds from performing or engaging in partisan 
political activities. One of AmeriCorps’ largest 
abuses of taxpayer dollars occurred in Denver, 
CO. The AmeriCorps division was supposed 
to use its ‘‘volunteers’’ to help the needy in 
northeast Denver. According to state records, 
the AmeriCorps leaders organized ‘‘volun-
teers’’ to make and distribute political fliers at-
tacking Hiawatha Davis, a local city council-
man. The Denver Rocky Mountain News re-
ported, ‘‘The volunteers had to draft campaign 
fliers and distribute them door-to-door in April 
and May (1995) when Davis and [Mayor Wel-
lington] Webb were fighting for re-election.’’ 
Americans’ tax dollars were used for political 
activities through AmeriCorps, in this case, 
which is but one example of a larger trend. 

Mr. Speaker, the best action Congress 
could take is to disband AmeriCorps—that is 
obvious. Reauthorizing AmeriCorps and pos-
sibly increasing its budget by the President’s 
request of $533 million would be foolish. To 
allow more tax dollars to be wasted on an ill-
conceived Clinton-Gore social program is to 
belittle the authentic charity of philanthropic 
Americans and to treat their hard-earned 
money with unabashed disrespect.

f 

A MILITARY INSIGNIA THAT 
MATTERS 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, recently the 
Chief of Staff of the Army took it upon himself 
to permit all members of the Army, including 
all reservists and National Guardsmen, to 
wear a black beret. Traditionally, this honor 
has only been conferred upon Army Rangers, 
with Airborne units being permitted to wear 
maroon berets and Special Forces the well-
known green beret. 

While the Army chief’s motive of enhancing 
morale may have been laudable, the decision 
to permit all Army personnel to wear the 
prized beret diminishes its significance. A na-
tion does not create crack troops by giving ev-
eryone the insignia that previously had been 
reserved only for the elite. 

Mr. Speaker, symbols often have meaning. 
The symbolism and mystique of the black 
beret was earned on the battlefield, and in 
countless thankless peacekeeping operations. 
Making the prized black beret common head-
gear diminishes the efforts and the sacrifices 
of those who have earned the right to wear 
the beret. This Member urges the Army to re-
consider this decision, and submits into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an article in the No-
vember 4, 2000 edition of the Omaha-World 
Herald entitled ‘‘Still Time to Save the Black 
Beret.’’

STILL TIME TO SAVE THE BLACK BERET 

The black beret is a symbol of the mighty 
effort that U.S. Army Rangers put into 
training, readiness and service. An effort in 
the brass to usurp that badge of honor must 
feel like a bayonet in the gut. 

Gen. Eric Shinseki, the new Army chief of 
staff, came up with the idea personally and 
unilaterally, apparently after giving a talk 
to an audience of black-bereted Rangers, ma-
roon-bereted Airborne and green-bereted 
Special Forces. His thought: Give every 
member of the Army, including reservist, the 
right to wear a black beret. National Guard, 
too. 

His reasoning: If the black beret is good for 
the elite Rangers, it would be good for every-
one else, too. The Army must ‘‘accept the 
challenge of excellence,’’ he said in announc-
ing the change. The black beret ‘‘will be 
symbolic of our commitment to transform 
this magnificent Army into a new force.’’

Oh, and it’s also a fashion statement, too, 
according to an Army spokesman. Black is 
the only color beret that would go with 
every Army uniform. So black it must be. 

What is Shinseki thinking? These guys are 
the Rangers, the Army’s least unconven-
tional warriors. They do 15-mile runs just to 
get warmed up. With full pack. They are 
known for being able to survive off the 
land—on rats, snakes and insects if nec-
essary. Their kind of combat is called, with 
good if understated reason, ‘‘extreme preju-
dice.’’

They often remain Rangers, in spirit at 
least, for the rest of their lives. They have 
active and up-front veterans organizations. 
And it is these organizations that stepped up 
to lead the objections to Shinseki’s fashion 
statement. (Active-duty Rangers will, of 
course, obey any order fully and promptly, 
no matter how much the order might sear 
the soul.) 

Shinseki offered to give the Rangers an al-
ternative—a group of senior noncommis-
sioned officers is going to come up with a 
substitute Ranger symbol. An alternative, 
whatever it might be, is not good enough, 
the veterans groups said. 

Amen to that. Receiving the black beret is 
an honor earned by hard work, courage and 
commitment. Handing it out willy-nilly to 
every soldier who passes basic training is 
something akin to awarding the Medal of 
Honor to anyone who reaches the rank of pri-
vate first-class. But, hey, they’ll come up 
with some alternative or other to give to 
Medal-of-Honor winners. No prob. 

The idea was ill-conceived from the start. 
Thankfully, there is time to get Shinseki’s 
idea overturned. If veterans organizations 
can’t do the job through official channels, 
they have said they will go to the new presi-
dent, whoever he might be, and ask for an 
executive order. President Kennedy, after 
all, gave exclusive rights to green berets to 
the Special Forces. President Bush or Presi-
dent Gore could easily do the same for the 
Rangers. 

And should.
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 2796, 

WATER RESOURCES DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 2000

SPEECH OF 

HON. BUD SHUSTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 3, 2000

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, section 430, 
Atchafalaya River, Bayous Chene, Boeuf, and 
Black, Louisiana: Nothing in this section 
should be interpreted so as to delay the imme-
diate implementation of solutions to improve 
navigation on the Atchafalaya River, Bayous 
Chene, Boeuf, and Black project as provided 
under existing authorities and directives. 

Section 433, Lake Pontchartrain Seawall: 
The Corps should take into account the cost 
savings and benefits to the entire Lake Pont-
chartrain Hurricane Protection and Flood Con-
trol project when determining justification for 
modifications and rehabilitation to the seawall. 
Prior cost savings and benefits provided by 
the seawall should be taken into account 
when determining whether structural modifica-
tions and rehabilitation of the seawall are justi-
fied. 

Section 530, Urbanized Peak Flood Man-
agement, New Jersey: Activities authorized by 
this section should be carried out in coordina-
tion with qualified academic institutions, such 
as the New Jersey Institute of Technology 
(NJIT). Conferees are also aware that NJIT 
has expressed interest in having its campus 
serve as the location for such research efforts. 

Section 532, Upper Mohawk River Basin, 
New York: This important project has the po-
tential to provide not just flood control and 
wildlife habitat (through wetlands restoration) 
but also water quality improvements and other 
environmental benefits. 

Title VI, Comprehensive Everglades Res-
toration Plan: First, the provision recognizes 
the importance of the modified water deliveries 
project authorized by the Everglades National 
Park Protection and Expansion Act of 1989 by 
presuming that this project is completed. 

While the primary purpose of the modified 
water deliveries project is to restore natural 
flows to the Everglades, it contains a number 
of provisions to provide critical flood control 
and property rights protections to private land-
owners potentially impacted by the projects. 

Nothing in WRDA 2000 should be inter-
preted to diminish statutory protections to 
landowners in section 104 of Public Law 101–
229. 

Second, section 601(h)(3)(C)(ii) addresses 
the limitation on the applicability of pro-
grammatic regulations. Nothing in this para-
graph affects the public’s ability to participate 
and comment on the development of project 
implementation reports, project cooperation 
agreements, operation manuals, and any other 
documents relating to the development, imple-
mentation, and management of individual fea-
tures of the Everglades restoration plan. In ad-
dition, nothing in this provision expands any 
agency’s authority. 

The Corps should undertake a significant 
public education and outreach effort to de-
scribe the Everglades project. I encourage the 
Corps to work closely with nonfederal institu-

tions that have the respect of the community. 
I understand one such institution is the Mu-
seum of Discovery and Science in Fort Lau-
derdale, which has entered into an agreement 
with the south Florida ecosystem restoration 
task force to provide public education and out-
reach in conjunction with the restoration effort. 
As my colleague Representative CLAY SHAW 
mentioned during consideration of the house 
bill, the Museum of Discovery and Science is 
situated to carry out these functions through a 
planned facility and exhibition. I urge the 
Corps to work closely with the museum and to 
provide financial and technical assistance to 
ensure visitors to south Florida have a fair and 
balanced understanding of the comprehensive 
Everglades restoration plan. 

Oklahoma-Tribal Commission: The man-
agers find that the economic trends in south-
eastern Oklahoma related to unemployment 
and per capita income are not conducive to 
local economic development, and efforts to im-
prove the management of water in the region 
would have a positive influence on the local 
economy, help reverse these trends, and im-
prove the lives of local residents. The man-
agers believe that State of Oklahoma, the 
Choctaw Nation, Oklahoma, and the Chicka-
saw Nation, Oklahoma, should establish a 
State-Tribal Commission composed equally of 
representatives of such nations and residents 
of the water basins within the boundaries of 
such nations for the purpose of administering 
and distributing from the sale of water any 
benefits and net revenues to the tribes and 
local entities within the respective basins; any 
sale of water to entities outside the basins 
should be consistent with the procedures and 
requirements established by the commission; 
and if requested, the secretary should provide 
assistance, as appropriate, to facilitate the ef-
forts of the commission. Such a commission 
focusing on the Kiamichi River Basin and 
other basins within the Choctaw and Chicka-
saw Nations would allow all entities (State of 
Oklahoma, Choctaw and Chickasaw Nations, 
and residents of local basin(s)) to work coop-
eratively to see that the benefits and revenues 
being generated from the sale/use of water to 
entities outside the respective basins are dis-
tributed in an agreeable manner. 

Mr. Speaker, many staff worked for many 
days and months on this landmark and legisla-
tion. At the risk of omitting some, I’d like to 
thank a few by name: Jack Schenendorf, Mike 
Strachn, Roger Nober, John Anderson, Donna 
Campbell, Corry Marshall, Sara Gray, Susan 
Bodine, Carrie Jelsma, Ben Grumbles, Ken 
Kopocis, Art Chan, and Pam Keller of the 
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee; 
Tom Gibson, Stephanie Daigle, Chelsea Hen-
derson Maxwell, Ann Loomis, Jo-Ellen Darcy, 
Peter Washburn, Catherine Cyr, and C.K. Lee 
of the Senate; and Larry Prather, Gary Camp-
bell, Milton Rider, and Bill Schmitz of the 
Corps of Engineers.

f 

SECTION 1422 OF H.R. 4868

HON. BILL ARCHER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4868, as 
amended by H. Res. 644 which passed the 

House and Senate, contains a provision in 
section 1422 of the bill relating to petroleum 
and petroleum derivatives. These remarks ex-
plain the need for that provision. 

In 1990 Congress simplified duty drawback 
for the petroleum industry by creating a sepa-
rate section, 1313(p), under the drawback 
laws. For purposes of duty drawback, a fin-
ished petroleum derivative or a qualified article 
is commercially interchangeable under Sub-
section 1313(p) of the Tariff Act of 1930 based 
on Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) head-
ings or subheadings listed within that sub-
section. As a result, petroleum derivatives are 
considered to be of the same kind and quality 
and commercially interchangeable by virtue of 
matching the HTS classification codes for im-
ports and exports. 

In some instances, one or more petroleum 
derivatives, or products, are listed under a sin-
gle HTS classification, making those deriva-
tives commercially interchangeable under 
1313(p). This long-standing practice is threat-
ened by future modifications of the HTS that 
would split several products out from under a 
single HTS classification by creating new and 
separate HTS classifications, or categories, for 
those products. Such a ‘‘split’’ would inadvert-
ently disallow drawback under Subsection 
1313(p) for certain qualified articles that are 
now considered commercially interchangeable. 

Section 1422 of H.R. 4868 addresses the 
‘‘split’’ issue by ensuring that certain qualified 
articles remain commercially interchangeable 
as modifications to the HTS are made in 
which petroleum derivatives are split from sin-
gle into separate HTS classifications or sub-
headings. Specifically, Section 1422 provides 
that any products that are currently commer-
cially interchangeable will remain so based on 
those products’ HTS subheading or classifica-
tion as in effect on January 1, 2000. Thus, the 
language of Section 1422 would ensure that 
products or articles that are currently commer-
cially interchangeable shall continue to be 
commercially interchangeable, irrespective of 
whether the HTS is modified and those same 
articles are split and listed under separate 
HTS subheadings. This section does not affect 
any future tariff simplification that would com-
bine certain articles or products under a single 
eight-digit HTS subheading and thus make 
those products commercially interchangeable 
under 1313(p).

f 

HONORING THE FIFTIETH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE RUSSIAN 
AMERICAN CULTURAL SOCIETY 
OF CLEVELAND 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
commemorate the Fiftieth Anniversary of the 
Russian American Cultural Society of Cleve-
land. This wonderful organization has been 
unifying the Russian population of Cleveland 
and celebrating the spirit of community since 
1950. 

The history of Cleveland’s extraordinary 
Russian population begins in the post World 
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War II era. The first wave of immigrants left 
Russia after the civil war in the early 1920’s 
and settled in France and Yugoslavia. Fol-
lowing World War II, many of these Russian 
immigrants left war-torn Europe and headed 
for the United States. A second wave of immi-
gration came when a number of displaced 
Russian citizens chose to make a new start in 
the U.S. rather than return to the Soviet Union 
for repatriation. Of the thousands of Russian 
citizens who came to America in the 1940’s, 
many chose Cleveland, Ohio as the city where 
they would begin their new lives. 

Once settled in Cleveland, these Russian 
immigrants joined together in an admirable ef-
fort to preserve their valued Russian tradition, 
language, culture, and Orthodoxy. They took 
their first bold steps toward carrying on their 
Russian heritage in 1950 with the founding of 
the Russian American Cultural Society of 
Cleveland and the St. Sergius of Radonesh 
Russian Orthodox Church. 

Due to the strong ethnic bond which the 
Cultural Society provided, its activity and 
membership grew exponentially. The society’s 
most active years came under the region of 
Mr. G. Mesernicky, who was president during 
the 1960’s and 70’s. Under his leadership, the 
society operated a Russian language school, 
a radio program, a newsletter, and a youth 
group. It is clear that the society has suc-
ceeded in achieving its commendable goal of 
preserving Russian tradition in the city of 
Cleveland. To this day, they continue to bring 
Russian-Americans together for various cul-
tural and social events, including picnics, con-
certs, lectures, plays, and most notably, the 
annual Tatiana Ball. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my fellow colleagues in 
the House of Representatives to join me today 
in congratulating the Russian American Cul-
tural Society on its Golden Anniversary. They 
have made a lasting contribution to the city of 
Cleveland, and I wish them many more years 
of continued success.

f 

MEMORIAL TRIBUTE TO THE LATE 
CONGRESSMAN SIDNEY YATES 

HON. WAYNE T. GILCHREST 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, Sid Yates—
his tenure in Congress embodied knowledge, 
humility, and tolerance, the pillars that support 
the essence of democracy.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. HEATHER WILSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, on October 10, 
2000, I was unavoidably delayed in traveling 
to Washington, DC, as a result of a mechan-
ical problem with an airplane. As a result, I 
was unable to attend three votes. 

Had I been present, I would have voted: 
‘‘Yea’’ on rollcall vote No. 519, the Pipeline 

Safety Improvement Act (S. 2438); ‘‘yea’’ on 
rollcall vote No. 520, allowing for the contribu-
tion of certain rollover distributions to accounts 
in the Thrift Savings Plan and to eliminate cer-
tain waiting period requirements for partici-
pating in the Thrift Savings Plan (H.R. 208); 
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote No. 521, the Lupus Re-
search and Care Amendments (H.R. 762).

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 2796, 
WATER RESOURCES DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 2000

SPEECH OF 

HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, November 3, 2000

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish today 
to thank Congressman BOB FRANKS and Con-
gressman BOB MENENDEZ for including critical 
flood control research funding in the 2000 
Water Resources Development Act for the 
State of New Jersey. 

This issue is a matter of great importance to 
each of our districts and all of our constitu-
ents. Our home state is confronted with an 
array of complex challenges related to the en-
vironment and economic development. How-
ever, one issue in particular, the over develop-
ment of land, is of special concern because of 
its impact on our watersheds and floodplains, 
and economic activity throughout the state. 

As many of my colleagues already know, 
this past August vast parts of northern New 
Jersey were devastated by flooding caused by 
severe rainfall. The resulting natural disaster 
threatened countless homes, bridges and 
roads, not to mention the health, safety and 
welfare of area residents. The total figure for 
damages in Sussex and Morris Counties has 
been estimated at over $50 million, and area 
residents are still fighting to restore some de-
gree of normalcy to their lives. 

While the threat of future floods continues to 
plague the region, one New Jersey institution 
is taking concrete steps to prevent another ca-
tastrophe. The New Jersey Institute of Tech-
nology (NJIT) has been studying the chal-
lenges posed by flooding and stormwater 
flows for some time, and is interested in form-
ing a multi-agency federal partnership to con-
tinue this important research. 

NJIT is one of our state’s premier research 
institutions and is uniquely equipped to carry 
out this critical stormwater research. The uni-
versity has a long and distinguished tradition 
of responding to difficult public-policy chal-
lenges such as environmental emissions 
standards, aircraft noise, traffic congestion and 
alternative energy. 

More broadly, NJIT has demonstrated an in-
stitutional ability to direct its intellectual re-
sources to the examination of problems be-
yond academia, and its commitment to re-
search allows it to serve as a resource for un-
biased technological information and analysis. 

An excellent opportunity for NJIT to partner 
with the federal government and solve the dif-
ficult problem of flood control has presented 
itself in the 2000 Water Resources Develop-
ment Act (WRDA). 

At the request of Congressman BOB FRANKS 
and Congressman BOB MENENDEZ, the final 

version of this important legislation includes a 
provision directing the U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers to develop and implement a 
stormwater flood control project in New Jersey 
and report back to Congress within three 
years on its progress. 

While the Corps of Engineers is familiar with 
this problem at the national level, it does not 
have the firsthand knowledge and experience 
in New Jersey that NJIT has accrued in its 
119 years of service. I know that Congress-
man FRANKS and MENENDEZ have already 
submitted statements requesting NJIT partici-
pate in this important research, and I urge the 
Army Corps to agree to their proposal. Includ-
ing NJIT’s expertise and experience in this re-
search effort is a logical step and would great-
ly benefit the Army Corps, as well as signifi-
cantly improve the project’s chances of suc-
cess. 

I urge the New York District of Corps of En-
gineers to work closely with my colleagues 
and me to ensure NJIT’s full participation in 
this study. By working together, we can create 
a nexus between the considerable flood con-
trol expertise of the Army Corps and NJIT, 
and finally solve this difficult problem for the 
people of New Jersey. I hope my colleagues 
will support efforts towards this end.

f 

HONORING MURRAY LENDER ON 
HIS 70TH BIRTHDAY 

HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I pay tribute to a community 
leader, a philanthropist, a humanitarian, and a 
great friend, Murray Lender, on the occasion 
of his 70th birthday. 

Murray’s father, Harry Lender, introduced 
bagels to the people of this country. Murray 
continued that tradition as chairman of Lend-
er’s Bagel Bakery, the world’s largest bagel 
bakery. He revolutionized the bagel industry 
when he began the process of freezing bagels 
in the late 1950s, bringing to life his father’s 
dream of ‘‘a bagel on every table.’’ His astute 
business sense was recognized by the Na-
tional Frozen Food Association, which in-
ducted him into the Frozen Food Hall of 
Fame, only the sixth person to be so honored. 
He also received the International Deli-Bakery 
Association’s Hall of Fame Award and has 
been selected Man of the Year by numerous 
industry associations. But these achievements 
are dwarfed by what Murray has done for the 
people of Greater New Haven, of Connecticut, 
and of his country through his myriad of phil-
anthropic and humanitarian works. 

Murray’s efforts in New Haven have truly 
been exceptional. He and his family have 
given generously of their time and resources 
to Quinnipiac University. Murray was given the 
Distinguished Alumnus Award in 1991. His 
family’s efforts have provided students with a 
top-notch business program that allows stu-
dents to benefit from the practical knowledge, 
business acumen, and impressive record of 
success that Murray and his family have 
achieved. In 1997, Murray was awarded an 

VerDate jul 14 2003 10:17 Jan 23, 2005 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 0689 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR00\E13NO0.000 E13NO0



EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS26054 November 13, 2000
honoray Doctorate of Humane Letters from his 
alma mater, Quinnipiac College. He currently 
serves on the Board of Trustees of Quinnipiac, 
where his contributions to that institution con-
tinue. In addition, he serves as co-chair of the 
Yale University School of Medicine Cardio-
vascular Research Fund. 

Murray has also had a tremendous impact 
on our community through his work with a va-
riety of service organizations including the 
New Haven Jewish Community Center, the 
American Heart Association, the Leukemia So-
ciety of America and the Juvenile Diabetes 
Foundation. While he built an incredibly suc-
cessful business, Murray contributed not just 
money but, more notably, his time, to these 
worthy efforts. 

Murray has also been an active member of 
our nation’s Jewish community, participating in 
numerous events, contributing time and finan-
cial resources, and forwarding the cause of 
peace in the Middle East. The Anti-Defamation 
League has bestowed upon him its highest 
honor, the Torch of Liberty Award, in recogni-
tion of a profound record of public service. 

In every way, Murray has been an out-
standing citizen and community member. He 
serves as a role model to us all. He has had 
a profound effect on our community and our 
nation. I am honored to join his brother, 
Marvin; his sons, Harris, Carl and Jay; along 
with other family members and friends; in 
wishing him many more years of health and 
happiness. Happy birthday Murray.

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF THE SHREWS-
BURY HIGH SCHOOL BASEBALL 
TEAM 

HON. JAMES P. McGOVERN 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, today I join 
the community of Shrewsbury, Massachusetts 
in celebrating the outstanding accomplish-
ments and performance of the Shrewsbury 
High School Colonials Baseball team. Their 
remarkable season came to an abrupt end on 
June 19th with their defeat in the Division 1 
State Championship game. This defeat, how-
ever, could not detract from their magical sea-
son. 

The mentality of the Colonials’ baseball 
team can be summed up in a common idiom: 
‘‘comback kids.’’ Nevertheless, there is nothing 
‘‘common’’ about this group of distinguished 
young men. Driven by the passionate leader-
ship of Coach Dave Niro, the Colonials sur-
prised many teams this year with late-inning 
rallies, strong defense and incredible hitting. 
As a matter of fact, four of their last six vic-
tories were of the come-from-behind variety. It 
was this ‘‘never-say-die’’ attitude that lifted the 
spirits and performance of the Shrewsbury 
High School Baseball team to a level that very 
few anticipated. 

Teamwork was the key to the Colonials’ 
highly successful season. Led on the field by 
co-captains Catcher Jimmy Board and First 
Baseman Jamie Buonomo, every player per-
formed as if each game were his last: the sen-
sational play of outfielders Shayne Barnes, 

Tommy Crossman, and Tim Kilroy; the out-
standing defense of infielders Jon Bacott, Alex 
Biaz, Ryan Bigda, Bill Orfalea, and Andy 
Morano; the mastery of pitchers Shawn Walk-
er, Lee Diamantopoulos, Brenda Slavin and 
Mike Sigismondo; the clutch hitting by des-
ignated hitter Matt Vaccaro; and the numerous 
contributions by players Bob Roddy, Nick 
Dion, Matt Amdur, Todd Cooksey, Tim Ford, 
and Brian Merchant. Also, special recognition 
must be extended to the coaches of this team: 
the aforementioned head Coach Dave Niro, 
and assistants P.J. O’Connell and Jay Costa. 

It is with tremendous pride that I recognize 
the members of the Shrewsbury High School 
Colonials Baseball team for an unforgettable 
season. These outstanding young men make 
me so very proud. I congratulate them on their 
accomplishment and wish them the best of 
luck in the years to come.

f 

IN HONOR OF THE 100TH BIRTH-
DAY OF HELEN OSK LEINHARDT 

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to honor Helen Osk Leinhardt, 
who will turn 100 years old on December 28, 
2000. Ms. Leinhardt will celebrate her birthday 
alongside her son, Walter, her six grand-
children, and six great-grandchildren. 

Ms. Leinhardt is quite an extraordinary 
woman. Born on December 28, 1900, the end 
of the first year of the 20th Century, Ms. 
Leinhardt was educated in New York City pub-
lic schools and eventually became a teacher. 
She taught first and second grade in Brooklyn, 
New York for more than 30 years. A working 
mother at a time when it was still rare for 
women to work outside the home, Ms. 
Leinhardt raised two children, Walter and 
Alice. Alice unfortunately died three years ago. 
Throughout Alice’s illness, Ms. Leinhardt, who 
was then in her late nineties, repeatedly 
walked the entire 40 blocks to and from the 
hospital to visit her daughter. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to acknowledge 
the dedication and pioneering efforts of Ms. 
Helen Osk Leinhardt. A working mother whose 
great enthusiasm inspired a generation of stu-
dents, Ms. Leinhardt is truly an inspiration to 
us all.

f 

IN HONOR OF JOAN OLSEN 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, today I pay re-
spect to Joan Olsen, who passed away re-
cently at the age of 59 after battling with can-
cer. Mrs. Olsen was an outstanding citizen of 
the community of St. Colman’s Church since 
1987. She whole-heartedly involved herself in 
the education and computer assistance of the 
St. Colman’s Church and community. 

Joan grew up in Lakewood, but settled in 
Fairview Park after her marriage to Neal Olsen 

in 1967. Joan was drawn to St. Colman’s 
Church in 1987 while researching her Irish 
genealogy. From the moment she joined St. 
Colman’s Church, she was an active member 
and participant in the Parish and community. 
From her work experience between 1992 and 
1994 in helping to computerize the Cuyahoga 
County Archive Records, Joan decided to 
computerize the Parish files. In 1995, she real-
ized the importance of computer education 
and resolved to help the community obtain 
computers and to teach computer classes. 
Knowing that the community could not afford 
computers or computer classes, she contacted 
many businesses and was able to acquire 
newer model computers for the neighborhood. 
The computer lab was eventually placed in the 
parish school building, where Joan gave free 
computer classes to anyone interested. In ad-
dition to her computer classes, Joan taught 
Bible classes at St. Colman’s Parish. She im-
mersed herself further into the community 
when she offered to install computers in the 
homes of families. 

Outside of the St. Colman’s Parish commu-
nity, Joan helped organize the West Side 
Community Computer Center. She did all of 
the networking and attended out-of-town con-
ferences in preparation for the opening of the 
Center. Once again, she provided free com-
puter classes. 

Joan had many talents and interests, which 
she generously shared with her family, friends, 
and community. She taught knitting and weav-
ing to the neighborhood children in addition to 
her already existing computer classes. 

I am heartened to hear that the computer 
lab at St. Colman’s Parish will be formally 
dedicated to Joan very soon. A woman of her 
caliber will be remembered not only in the 
minds and hearts of the St. Colman commu-
nity citizens, but also by the new dedication of 
the computer lab. Joan Olsen has been a key-
stone to the community. Her absence will be 
greatly missed. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you to join me in ex-
pressing my deepest condolences to Joan’s 
family and many friends, and honoring the 
memory of Joan Olsen.

f 

HONORING LARRY MCBRIDE––

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this moment to recognize an outstanding 
educator and administrator, Larry McBride of 
Rifle, Colorado. For the past twenty years 
Larry has served the Re-2 School District in 
the capacity of Associate Superintendent. 
Larry and his colleague Lennard Eckhardt are 
both retiring at the end of the school year. His 
contributions to the students and faculty of Re-
2 School District are immeasurable and I 
would like to pay tribute to his service. 

Larry was born in Tulsa, Oklahoma, attend-
ing high school at South High School in Den-
ver. He enrolled at Fort Lewis College in Du-
rango, Colorado and graduated with a degree 
in Social Sciences. Larry’s plans of attending 
medical school were cut short as the country 
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called its young men and women to service. 
After serving his country admirably in the US 
Navy, including one tour of duty in Vietnam, 
Larry returned a proud veteran and began his 
career in education. 

He began his legacy of education as a high 
school government teacher in East Grand 
School District in Granby, Colorado. Larry’s 
superb leadership skills were soon put to 
work, as he became the Director of Student 
Services. During his decade long tenure in 
Granby, he went on to serve as Elementary 
Principal, Assistant High School Principal and 
as Assistant Superintendent, before beginning 
his role as an administrator in Rifle. In 1979 
Larry was hired as the Principal of Esma 
Lewis Elementary, working for only two years 
before becoming Associate Superintendent, a 
capacity in which he has served since 1981. 

Larry has worked tirelessly to ensure that 
highest quality education is available for the 
students of Re-2 School District and his con-
tributions are great in number. Larry has 
served his community in immeasurable ways 
and deserves the recognition and admiration 
of this body. On behalf of the State of Colo-
rado and the US Congress I thank him for his 
contributions to America’s youth and wish him 
the very best in all of his future endeavors.

f 

HONORING FORMER 
CONGRESSMAN SIDNEY R. YATES 

HON. BOB FILNER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, Congressman 
Sidney Yates was a true patriot in every sense 
of the word. He was a stalwart advocate for 
issues near and dear to his heart and those of 
the people he represented. 

Sid was an exemplary Member of the 
House Appropriations Committee and a great 
‘‘cardinal.’’ As Chairman and later the Ranking 
Member of the Appropriations Subcommittee 
for the Department of the Interior and Related 
Agencies, he single handily did more to pro-
tect the National Endowment for the Arts than 
any other Member in the House of Represent-
atives. He kept the National Endowment going 
during the late eighties and early nineties—
and the arts in America have been greatly ad-
vanced. 

Sid Yates will always be remembered for his 
calm, reasoned thinking and sensible ap-
proach to getting his points across. He man-
aged to show kindness to every single Mem-
ber of Congress, yet never lost his own strong 
commitment to progressive causes. He will be 
missed by our whole Nation.

f 

HONORING THE RETIREMENT OF 
GEORGE W. KUHN 

HON. JOE KNOLLENBERG 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, today I 
commend Mr. George W. Kuhn of West 

Bloomfield, MI, on the occasion of his retire-
ment. Mr. Kuhn has a long and distinguished 
career as a public servant in Michigan. I have 
known George for many years now. His good 
nature, dedication, and enthusiasm for his 
work are phenomenal. He is a trusted and 
dedicated individual who has much to be 
proud of as he enters his retirement years. 

George Kuhn was born in Detroit in 1925, 
one of eleven siblings, to Dr. and Mrs. Charles 
and Ella Kuhn. His education spanned Albion 
College, Central Michigan University, Harvard, 
Wayne State, and the University of Michigan. 
George has accomplished much in his life, in-
cluding several years as an employee of the 
Ford Motor Company and many more years of 
public service in southeastern Michigan. 

George Kuhn proudly served his nation as 
an officer in the United States Navy during 
both World War II and the Korean Conflict. He 
retired with the rank of Navy Captain after 40 
years of active and reserve service. 

George served as Councilman and Mayor of 
Berkley, MI, during the 1950’s and 1960’s. He 
was elected a Michigan State Senator in 1966 
and rose to become the Michigan Senate 
Whip in 1970. George has given many years 
of tireless dedication to the Republican Party 
in Michigan. 

Since 1972, George has diligently served as 
the Oakland County Drain Commissioner. He 
has been re-elected to that post seven times. 
George has been instrumental in developing 
and bringing to fruition the Twelve-Towns 
Drain Project. So much so, that the project 
now bears his name. The George W. Kuhn 
Drain is vitally important to prevent flooding for 
residents in Oakland County. Coinciding with 
his 28 years as Drain Commissioner, George 
has been an active member of the Oakland 
County Parks and Recreation Commission. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join 
with the citizens of Oakland County in con-
gratulating and honoring George Kuhn for his 
many years of service and devotion to the 
people of Michigan. I am glad to have known 
George these many years and I wish him, his 
wife Doris, and all of his family, my heartfelt 
congratulations on his retirement and I thank 
him for his many years of public service to 
Michigan and to the Nation.

f 

HONORING JANE QUIMBY 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with im-
mense sadness that I rise to pay tribute to 
Jane Quimby of Grand Junction, Colorado. 
Jane recently passed away after battling a 
brain tumor. This remarkable community lead-
er served the Grand Valley in immeasurable 
ways and at this moment I would like to honor 
her amazing life and outstanding service. 

Jane served her community in a number of 
different capacities, but it is her involvement 
with the Grand Junction City Council that is 
most renowned. In 1973, Jane became the 
first female elected to the City Council. During 
a tenure in city government that lasted nearly 
a decade, Jane also went on to become the 
first female Mayor of Grand Junction. 

While her work in city government was quite 
extensive and impressive, she also served her 
community by serving on a number of different 
organizations. She was a founding member of 
the Western Colorado Community Foundation 
and the Grand Junction/Mesa County River-
front Commission. She served as a board 
member of the Mesa County Economic Devel-
opment Council and as President of the Colo-
rado Municipal League. Jane also served for 
nearly two decades as part of the Oversight 
Board for the Colorado Energy Impact Assist-
ance Fund. 

Jane worked very hard to ensure that Grand 
Junction and its surrounding communities 
were a better place for all to live and her work 
will not soon be forgotten. On behalf of the 
State of Colorado and US Congress I would 
like to honor my friend Jane Quimby for help-
ing to make the Grand Valley the outstanding 
community it is today. She will be greatly 
missed.

f 

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE SAM V. 
CURTIS 

HON. JOE BACA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, it is with great sad-
ness that I note the passing of Sam V. Curtis, 
of Rialto, California, an uncommon, common 
man, known by all in his community. 

Sam’s favorite quote was from Dr. Martin 
Luther King, Jr.: ‘‘The ultimate measure of a 
man is not where he stands in moments of 
comfort and convenience, but where he 
stands at times of challenge and controversy.’’ 
It is a fitting quote for Sam Curtis, a man who 
did not shy from fighting for justice and knowl-
edge. 

A man of high moral standards and humble 
beginnings, originally from Birmingham, Ala-
bama, Sam Curtis cared about people person-
ally, and served them with high distinction. He 
cared about the schools; his community; his 
country. A member of the American Legion 
Post 422 Rialto and the Rialto VFW, he 
served in the Naval Air Wing during World 
War II in the Aleutian Islands, receiving the 
Asian Pacific Campaign Medal and the World 
War II Victory Medal. He was a husband for 
over half a century, a father, a grandfather, a 
great-grandfather. 

Sam was a close friend of my family and a 
consistent supporter of hard-fought causes. 
My wife Barbara and I share his family’s quiet 
admiration for the measure of Sam’s many ac-
complishments and his full life. Sam was truly 
the voice of the people, a principled man with 
a conscience, who served on the Rialto city 
council for sixteen years. Sam always had a 
dignity about him. He treated everyone the 
same way, with great respect. 

A teacher at heart, Sam started out as an 
educator, spending 27 years as a government 
and history teacher in the Rialto and San 
Bernardino school districts. Sam always em-
phasized to his students that they could effect 
positive change, by going to city council meet-
ings and becoming aware of what was hap-
pening in their community. It is a fitting tribute 
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to Sam’s legacy as an educator that an ele-
mentary school proudly bears his name today, 
the ‘‘Sam V. Curtis Elementary School.’’

It is impossible to find a former student 
whose life has not been changed positively by 
Sam, whether it is the beat cop on the street 
or the waitress in the corner coffee shop. Ev-
eryone can point to a turning point where 
Sam’s teaching caused each to embark upon 
a course of action. 

In his long life of public service, Sam em-
braced the principle that one person can make 
a difference, by leading by example, getting 
people involved, touching everything and ev-
eryone in the community, leaving his mark like 
a modern-day Johnny Appleseed. 

Elected to the Rialto city council in 1976, 
Sam was known as a consumer advocate, 
fighting for the underdog, championing just 
causes such as discounts for senior citizens. 
He was unafraid to speak his mind and fight 
for what he believed, with passion, honor, 
vigor, and resoluteness. He would not com-
promise his beliefs. 

People looked up to Sam because of his re-
spect for the community and his integrity as a 
person. Fair and courteous, even to those with 
whom he disagreed on the issues, he was be-
loved by all. We can learn much by his exam-
ple. 

People were very proud of Sam, admiring 
his efforts and good works, whether it was 
fighting for the people as an elected official, or 
carrying on good works in the community 
through groups such as the Democratic Cen-
tral Committee; the San Bernardino County 
Democratic luncheon club; Friends of the Ri-
alto K–9’s; the California Teachers Associa-
tion; the Rialto Exchange Club; the Veterans 
Employment Committee; the Retired Teachers 
Association; the Rialto Historical Society; and 
the Sierra Club. 

I would like to offer my condolences to 
Sam’s family: his wife, Eileen; his three sons, 
Victor, David and Philip; his daughter, Patricia; 
his ten grandchildren; and his great-grand-
child. 

To Sam, we say: ‘‘our thoughts and prayers 
lift upwards to heaven, where surely you are 
at peace. And so we say ‘goodbye, we miss 
you, God bless you. We shall remember you 
always, and your good deeds will live in our 
hearts.’ ’’

f 

VETERANS DAY 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, last week, 
Americans paused to give thanks and to honor 
the veterans who have served our nation in 
times of war and in time of peace. The dedica-
tion of our women and men in uniform makes 
our nation strong and keeps us free. 

I have made it my personal mission in Con-
gress to ensure that our citizens and our gov-
ernment neither forget nor ignore the debt we 
owe to those who serve the United States so 

nobly. In wartime, the very best young people 
our country produces are asked to risk and 
possibly lose their lives in order to advance 
our national interests. In peacetime, serving as 
an airman, sailor, soldier, or marine also re-
quires a great deal of hard work and sacrifice. 
Whether in war on in peace, those sacrifices 
are particularly difficult for the service mem-
bers’ families. 

Just before Veterans Day, I received a copy 
of an article by Denny Bannister of the Mis-
souri Farm Bureau entitled ‘‘Scars on Their 
Souls.’’ I would like to submit this article and 
ask that it be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD along with my remarks. Denny’s 
words explain so well what it means to serve 
our country and why we owe our veterans so 
much. His sentiments should help us remem-
ber that we need to honor our men and 
women in uniform not just on Veterans Day, 
but every day of the year.

SCARS ON THEIR SOULS 

Like many veterans, I belong to the Amer-
ican Foreign Legion post in my hometown. 
Most American Legion posts are similar—we 
have fish fries on Friday nights, Bingo on 
Wednesdays, barbecues in the summer, coun-
try music on the jukebox, and there’s a faint 
odor of stale beer, cigarettes and popcorn in 
the hospitality room. 

When Legionnaires remove their trinket-
covered American Legion caps, there’s a lot 
of gray hair to be seen—if there’s any hair to 
be seen at all. America’s wartime veterans 
are aging rapidly. We are playing taps far 
too much these days for our comrades from 
World War II. 

This year commemorates the beginning of 
the Korean War 50 years ago. Like our World 
War II veterans, Korean War vets are de-
creasing in numbers, and now the Vietnam 
era vets are beginning to retire. We know we 
are next. 

Give most vets half-a-chance and they will 
share their military experiences with other 
vets. Give some vets half-a-chance and they 
will share their military experiences with 
everyone. 

But there are a few vets who don’t share 
their military experiences with anyone. 

Some of them sit quietly in a corner or at 
the end of the bar, not really talking to any-
one. Others might mingle and socialize—
until the subject turns to war memories. 
Then they quietly withdraw. 

One of my dearest friends served in Viet-
nam. I served during the war, but he served 
in the war—there is a big difference. I have 
a lot of good memories about my military 
experiences, memories I like to remember. 
He has a lot of memories about his military 
experiences he would like to forget. As close 
as we are, he has never shared them with me. 

Everyone who fought for their country in 
every war was wounded in some way or the 
other—physically, spiritually or emotion-
ally. Some wounds are much more serious 
than others, and they don’t always come 
from bullets. 

I have seen the scars from the entry 
wounds on my friend’s abdomen and the 
scars from exit wounds on his back. As pain-
ful as these wounds must have been, the 
most painful wounds he suffered in Vietnam 
left scars on his soul. Try as he might, he 
cannot drink them away. 

Legion posts are not elegant country clubs 
where prospects need pull, position and 

power to become members. Wealth is not an 
eligibility requirement. But for many of our 
veterans, the price for membership was ter-
ribly high. 

Regardless of which era they come from, 
which war they served during or in, or which 
uniform they wore, our veterans deserve our 
heartfelt thanks—not only on Veterans Day, 
but every day we enjoy the freedoms they 
were willing to fight for. God bless them all.

f 

HONORING LENNARD ECKHARDT 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege 
to rise today to praise an outstanding educator 
in Colorado, Lennard Eckhardt. For over two 
decades Lennard has served the Re-2 School 
District in Rifle, Colorado as both an Assistant 
Superintendent and as Superintendent. Re-
cently Lennard, along with his colleague Larry 
McBride, announced they are retiring at the 
end of the school year. This will bring an end 
to a remarkable leadership team that has ben-
efited the school district in immeasurable 
ways. As Lennard makes plans for his retire-
ment I would like to honor his service as an 
educator and administrator. 

Lennard was born in Cheyenne, Wyoming 
and attended school in Dix, Nebraska. After 
graduating from Dix High School, Lennard at-
tended Colorado State College, now the Uni-
versity of Northern Colorado, in Greeley. After 
graduating with a degree in Physical Edu-
cation and a minor in Social Studies, Lennard 
began his career in education. He first began 
teaching and coaching track in Fleming and 
Holyoke, Colorado before deciding to leave 
education and pursue private ventures in San 
Diego, California. His time in California was 
cut short by a phone call from an old friend 
with a job opportunity. 

In 1977 Lennard was offered the position as 
principal of Riverside School in New Castle, 
Colorado. After serving as principal for two 
years he applied and was hired on as Assist-
ant Superintendent. While serving in this ca-
pacity Lennard’s natural ability to lead soon 
made him the prime candidate for the position 
of Superintendent and in 1987 he went on to 
become the head administrator of Re-2 School 
District. 

For over twenty years Lennard, with Larry at 
his side, has fought hard to ensure that the 
young people of Rifle and its surrounding 
areas are receiving the highest quality edu-
cation available. Over his tenure as 
adminstrator he has overcome great adversi-
ties ranging from the oil shale boom and bust 
of the early eighties to approving the first char-
ter school in the district. Lennard has served 
his community admirably and on behalf of the 
State of Colorado and the US Congress I 
would like to thank Lennard for his immense 
contributions to education and I wish him the 
very best in all of his future endeavors.
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TRIBUTE TO LYN CHAN, RECIPI-

ENT OF THE NEA’S CHRISTA 
MCAULIFFE AWARD 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Lyn Chan, a recently retired 
fourth-grade teacher who taught at the Skyline 
Elementary School in Daly City, California in 
my Congressional District. Ms. Chan has been 
awarded the Christa McAuliffe Award. This 
award, which is presented annually by the Na-
tional Education Association (NEA), is the 
highest professional honor that the NEA can 
bestow upon its members. 

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues know, the 
Christa McAuliffe Award was created to honor 
the memory of Christa McAuliffe, the teacher 
chosen by NASA to be the first private United 
States citizen to participate in a space flight. 
After her death during the ill-fated Challenger 
shuttle launch in 1986, the NEA established 
an award in her honor to pay tribute to her 
professionalism, dedication, and desire to 
‘‘touch the future’’ through excellence in teach-
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, Ms. Chan is certainly most de-
serving of this high honor. She exhibited out-
standing innovation and contributed extraor-
dinary service in the field of education. Uti-
lizing advanced technologies such as laser 
discs, CD–ROMs, camcorders, robotics, and 
other such means, she fired the inquisitive-
ness of her students in their study of the 
sciences. Too often we hear about American 
students lagging behind the rest of the world 
in math and science skills. Ms. Chan is one 
teacher doing all she can to rectify this prob-
lem, and she deserves our commendation for 
her efforts. It is my sincere hope that other 
teaches will follow her excellent lead. 

Ms. Chan also served as a mentor for the 
NEA Foundation’s The Road Ahead program. 

This NEA program paired Ms. Chan with an 
elementary school and its faculty in Columbia, 
South Carolina. As a mentor to her South 
Carolina colleagues, Ms. Chan was able to 
provide her fellow teachers with advice, knowl-
edge, and other tools necessary to integrate 
technology with teaching and learning. 

Mr. Speaker, Lyn Chan was characterized 
by one of her colleagues as a ‘‘teacher who 
goes the extra mile not for rewards or recogni-
tion, but simply out of her love for teaching 
and a desire to help all students succeed.’’ I 
cannot think of a higher compliment to extend 
to an educator. Mr. Speaker, it has also been 
said that Ms. Chan is the model of excellence 
in teaching because of her constant pursuit of 
new knowledge and skills to enhance her role 
as a professional educator, and through her 
innovative approaches in applying new tech-
nologies to teaching and learning. I urge my 
colleagues to join me in honoring and com-
mending Ms. Chan on her accomplishments 
and particularly to join me in congratulating 
her for receiving the National Education Asso-
ciation’s Christa McAuliffe Award.

f 

HONORING MAYOR JIMMIE R. YEE 
OF SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 13, 2000

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I pay tribute to 
Mayor Jimmie R. Yee of Sacramento, Cali-
fornia. After Mayor Joe Serna, Jr. passed 
away, Jimmie Yee has filled in admirably as 
Mayor of Sacramento. A tribute dinner will be 
held in his honor on November 13, 2000. As 
his friends and family gather to celebrate, I 
ask all of my colleagues to join with me in sa-
luting his outstanding career. 

Over the years, Jimmie Yee has amassed a 
wealth of experience, both as a public servant 
and as an engineer. After obtaining a Bachelor 

of Science degree in Civil Engineering from 
the University of California, Berkeley in 1956, 
he went on to work as a California Structural 
and Civil Engineer. He proudly served his na-
tion as a Captain in the U.S. Army Reserve 
Corps of Engineers from 1957–1965. 

As an engineer, Jimmie Yee has been an 
active and influential member of our commu-
nity. He has served as a Fellow on the Amer-
ican Society of Civil Engineers since 1954. In 
addition, he has been a Fellow, a member of 
the Board of Directors, Secretary-Treasurer, 
and President of the Structural Engineers As-
sociation of Central California. Furthermore, 
he has been affiliated with the Consulting En-
gineers Association of California and the Na-
tional Council of Engineering Examiners, just 
to name a few. 

Jimmie Yee first became involved in public 
service in 1973 as a member of the Sac-
ramento Citizens Committee on Police Prac-
tices. Since then, he has served in numerous 
positions throughout local government. Most 
recently, he has served as a City Council 
member for the Fourth District of the City of 
Sacramento, a post he has held since 1992. 
After the death of Mayor Joe Serna, Jr. in 
1999, Jimmie Yee was an overwhelming 
choice to fill in as interim Mayor. 

In his short term as Mayor, Jimmie Yee has 
further enhanced his reputation as an honest 
and trustworthy public servant. He now plans 
to resume his position with the Sacramento 
City Council where he remains one of Sac-
ramento’s most popular and well-respected 
elected officials. 

Mr. Speaker, as the grateful citizens of Sac-
ramento gather for Mayor Yee’s tribute dinner, 
I am honored to have this opportunity to pay 
tribute to a truly remarkable citizen of Sac-
ramento. Jimmie Yee’s contributions to our 
community as an engineer, community serv-
ant, and elected official have indeed been 
commendable. Every resident of Sacramento 
owes him a debt of gratitude. I ask all of my 
colleagues to join with me in wishing him con-
tinued success in all his future endeavors.
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